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HE present second volume of ‘Essays’ completes the edition 

or re-edition of the shorter scientific papers, which Karl 

Mannheim wrote during the last twenty-five years of his life. 

< Publication of the ‘Essays’ has been preceded by the treatise on 

Freedom Power and Democratic Planning, issued in 1950. They are to 

be followed by a final volume, the posthumous publication of an- 

other systematic work drafted by the author during the early 
thirties. æ 

Whereas the first volume of the ‘Essays’ was composed exclu- 
sively of material previously published in German scientific maga- 
zines, most of the contributions to the present volume were origi- 

snally, written in English. This is not true of the first two essays, 

one ping a revised version of Mannheim’s doctoral dissertation, 
the other his famous empirical test of the sociology of knowledge 
on the data of German Conservatism. These papers supplement 
and round off the matérial presented in the first volume. 

Of the English writings only the studies printed in Sections 2 
and 3 have been published before. The essays on “The History of 
the Concept of the State as an Organism’ and the four lectures on 
‘Planned Society and the Problem of Human Personality’ appear 


` here for the first time. 


The editorial work has again been in the experienced hands of 
Dr. Paul Kecskemeti, Research Associate of the Rand Corpora- 


fton, Santa Monica, California. He made the fig?! selection of the 


papers to be intlyded in this volume, takingé@fo account the wide 
range of Mannheim’s scientific interests and the lasting signi- 
ficance of the contributions chosen. He re roduced the hitherto 
unpublished essays from the manuscripts left by the author with a 
minimum of editorial changes. å 

The first draft of the EnglisK translation of ‘Structural Aflalysis 
of Epistemology’ was prepared by Edith Schwarzschild, London, 
eeand ; the English version of ‘Conservative Thought’ was 

Tafted by the author himself. Dr. Kecskemeti,<whko chgckedeand 
partly r2vised both translations,’ takes the responsibijjty for the 
text'as it now stands. He has again contributed an introduction, 
which should greatly aid the reader in comprehending the context, 
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by Nazism, Mannheim’s approach to sociology—and to 
social and historical reality—was dominated by the idea of 
‘structure’. It was the ‘structure’ of social reality, and the position 
of individuals and groups within this ‘structure’, which determined 
thinking and action and guided it into intelligifle channels. 
Structure, as conceived by Mannheim, exhibited the following 
characteristics : 


1. It was the most comprehensive feature of reality. No component 
part ef, society as such could be said to have structure. On the 
contrary, the structural idea meant that one could comprehend 
the patterning of any partial phenomenon only in terms of the 
comprehensive structure of the whole. 

2. It was a dynamic entity. The ‘structure’ of social reality did not 
consist of static relationships that persisted as such, and to which 
any social conflict was, so to speak, extraneous. Antagonism and 
conflict was of the very essence of structure; the structure of social 


Ds his German academic career, which was cut short 


-reality was the configuration of antagonistic forces which con- 


tended for supremacy and mutually shaped and influenced one 
another while locked in combat. ‘Structure’ always implied 
‘pglarity’. 

3. It was an igielligible principle. The clash ef forces exhibited 
not a blind dynamism but goal-directedness. Structure had a 
discoverable meaning ; and although this meaning was fully visible 
and interpretable only for the past, the greatest challenge for the 
present consisted precisely in divining it for our own period. The 
highest goal and greatest happiness of the individual consisted in 
being in tune with the creative proeess which was going on in the 
depths of the structure. e 


Underlying this concept of structure was, then,“a fhetaphysical, 
quasi-religious belief in the creative function of history. Not that ¢ 
man was to be looked upon merely as a passive participant in the 
process, as a tool or product; man’s activity, his striving,» was * 

E.5.— Wf I 


a 


? ? 

+) Ky k eo? : te t . a 
2° = : INtRODUCTION » 5 > 
` a precisely the stuiPof which the struttural process was made. Byt still, 
that actfe striving had to be based upon a faith, and’the core of 
this faith w?} the idea of history as a positive, creative, and in a 
sense all-powerful ultimate force. ? ) ) : 

It is easily seen that such an attitude toward history could be 
maintained intact only as long as the history of our days: was 

omething one could say ‘yes’ to. Mannheim never could say ‘no’, 
D history, not even at the darkest moments—that wovjd have 
meant to say ‘no’ to life, to man, to God. But his exuberant and 
hopeful ‘yes’ had to be qualified as the historical horizon darkened 
over Germany. It had to become, not ‘no’, to be sure, but ‘yes, all 
the same’, or ‘still yes, if at all possible’. Not all historic reality was 
acceptable, Nazism, Fascism, and totalitarian Communism cer- 
tainly were not; but then, nothing could be won by just rejecting 
them. This would have meant for Mannheim a sterile withdrawal 
from reality by which no problem could be solved. The task was 
rather to comprehend these frightening phenomena, to see how 
the ‘structure of reality’ could account for them, and to overcome 
them in this fashion. 

In his earlier writings, Mannheim had already reached the 
position that the ‘structural meaning’ of historical realit was 
never exhausted by one dominant current, One class, and che style 
of thinking congenial to it, may have been triumphant at a certain 
time; but still, counter-currents harking back to the past or in- 
voking a visionary, ‘utopian’ future co-existed with it. Once this 
was realized, an all-embracing, tolerant position towards all cur- 
rents and tendencies represented in the ‘structure’ became pos- 
sible, But such a serene ‘synthetic’ point of view could not be 
adopted towards the totalitarian trend embodied by Nazism and 
Stalinism, For it had been implied in the earlier ‘synthetic’ view- 
point that the antagonistic forces making up the ‘structure’ were 
tending towards adjustment and harmony; and this was obviously 
not true of th. new totalitarian forces. These were not simply 
counter-currents a.serting themselves against, a°dominant trend 
and introducing a} element of strife and variety into a picture 
which otherwise would have been too monotonous and one-sided. 
The totalitarian currents themselves denied syathesis and har- 
mony; the earlier theory, based upon the idea of gradual adjust- 
merit and an emergent synthesis, could not cope with them, 

Hence, the problem of interpreting historic reality and adopting 
the historically ‘right’ position assumed a new form for Mannheim 
when otalitaranism emerged as a dominant trend. The first 
thing was still to understand for what ‘structural’ reasons totali- 
tarianism could gain the upper hand in Germany, Italy and 
“Russia. But the answer to this question could no longer be giyen 
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in terms of tht old structural theory. For that théory presupposed e ` 
a ‘wholeness’ of social reality in which no part could bé missed, 
and none was illegitimate. The social process wag ‘intelligible’ 
because. its ‘dynamism’ could be analysed and explained with 
reference to a ‘comprehensive’ totality. With the emergence of 
totalitarianism, however, the spell of history was broken; one had 
` œ to-recognize that the historically dominant trend was a destructiy, 
aberfation rather than a legitimate component of an intelligible, 
dynamic, comprehensive process. This trend had to be counter- 
acted and overcome in order to restore the wholeness and mean- 
ingfulness of human reality. 
For ‘this, it was no longer sufficient to seek inspiration and 
‘guidance within the historic process as such. One needed extra- 
historical-principles to resist and correct the aberrant forces which 
history brought to the fore. It became particularly important to 
explore the conditions on which freedom of individual action and 
choice depended. Not that the individual could @isregard the ‘com- 
prehensive’ nature of the historic-social process; but reference to 
the comprehensive whole was no longer sufficient for orientation 
toward the self and society. This was the position toward which 
Mangheim was moving when, driven from his chair in Frankfurt 
by the Nazis in 1933, he settled in London. 


um 


The Nazi experience, I think, was the most important factor in 
the change Mannheim’s thinking underwent at that time. But the 
new environment also contributed to this change. Academic life 
. was far less Olympian and less inbred in England than in Ger- 
many. And within academic life, sociology also was far less self- 
contained and self-assured. To Mannheim, transplantation into « 
such a more fluid, more humane and léss status-bound world was 
by no means a loss; he was, even in Germany, afd in spite of the 
rather formidable and rarefied abstractness oi his early writings, € 
the antithesis of the Olympian ‘Geheimrat! type. It was the 
‘human dialogue’ that he sought in his teaching as well as in his 
theorizing: he Was not content until he broke through to the in- 
most layer in man which hid the naked impulse. It is surprising 
that he succeeded in this to a remarkable degree among the pro- 
verbially reserved English—far more than among the pit oe 
spiajtually and subjectively oriented Germ The English 
responded to him in spite of the language barrier which Ke over- 
came only with difficulty. But he in turn was also profoundly‘ 
influenced by the Anglo-Saxon mind. The historically orienjed,, < 
structural analysis of the whole of social reality could no long& 
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* x occupy a centrd? place in his thiriking, not only because faith in 
history dafled for reservations, but also because hg, saw the merits 
of a more dpncrete, more peripheral, less systematic and more 
pragmatic approach. Since history tould no longen be relied on to 
reveal all ultimate meaning in answer to searching faith, the 
important thing became to make a good choice among the alterna- 


tives it still left open. Faith had to be tempered by prudence, and .. 


e empirical and pragmatic English method answered this need. 

Not that Mannheim ceased to think structurally. For him, no 
other way of thinking was possible. But he gradually incorporated 
new elements in his basic idea of ‘structure’. One of these was the 
psychological aspect of the social process. Mannheim turned to 
Freudian psychoanalysis in order to clarify some of the decisive 
factors responsible for social change, and for the pathological 
phenomena associated with that change in particular. It is 
significant that in his contribution to a symposium about 
‘Peaceful Change in 1937 Mannheim elected to deal with the 
‘Psychological Aspect’.! The main problem which he discusses in 
this paper is that of the drive constellation underlying war: a 
‘pathological’ phenomenon. How does. it happen that basic 
human drives, as shaped by a social and cultural milieu, some- 
times seek outlet in organized violence? It was citar to 
Mannheim that this question could not be answered merely in 
terms of individual conflicts and frustrations endured in early 
childhood within the family—the primary focus of psycho- 
analytical research. In order to understand a large-scale, social 
phenomenon, one had to consider cultural and institutional 
factors. The psychoanalytic approach could be applied suc 
fully to the problem of war only if we did not stress exclusively ‘the 
fixation which occurs in early childhood’, but devoted ‘at least as 
much attention to the capacity of institutions for influencing the 
psychic life of adults’ (p. fog). The main problem emerging here 
is ‘collective inzecurity’—a situation which arises when institu- 
tions established to allay deep-seated anxieties, aré no longer able 
to exercise this funétion under changed conditions. When avail- 
able outlets for individual aspirations and strivings are suddenly 
blocked, man must look for substitute satisfactions and may find 
these in pathological, mechanized and aggressive groupings mani- 
pulated by irrational megalomaniacs. The problem of totali- 
tarianism thus becomes one of psychopathology: an approach 
which has played a considerable role in American social psycho- 
logy since Harold D. Lasswell’s Psychopathology and Politics A 930). 

Mannheim expressly acknowledged the stimulus he received 
from Lasswell’s book; eventually, in developing this psychological 


Æ| 91C. A. W. Manning (ed.) Peaceful Changé? London, 1937, Dp. 101-932. 
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approach, he«eached conclusions substantially parallel to those « 


which havé emereed in more recent ‘American researth. Status 
insecurity, substitute satisfactions and ‘rigid’, ‘mechanized’ per- 
sonality, structyres, for jnstancé, have been isolated as some of the 
key factors underlying totalitarian personality formation (cf. The 
Authoritarian Personality, New York, 1950, by T. W. Adorno, E. 
Frenkel-Brunswik, D. J. Levinson and R. N. Sanford). In this and 
relat®ed research work, the fusion of psychological and sociplogical 
categories, postulated by Mannheim in the thirties, wasone of the 
guiding principles of methodology. 

Sociology, then, had to emerge from isolation and achieve 
integration with other social sciences (cf. the paper “The Place of 
Sociology’, pp. 195-208 in this volume). In particular, ‘sociological 
psychology’ had to be developed. This ‘sociological psychology’, 
Mannheim held, had to utilize the results, insights and methods 
of various psychological schools, not only psychoanalysis. Above 
all, it had to maintain a social perspective; it ha@ to differentiate 
itself from all individual psychology as such. ‘We cannot jump 
straight from the general observation of individuals and their 
psychic mechanisms to the analysis of society. The psychology of 
society is not a million times that of an individual. . . . What for 
our pufpose is needed is an historically-differentiated psychology 
by which the change in attitudes, motivations and symbol- 
transformations in different periods among different classes 
and under different social situations will be made plain’ 
(p. 129). 

The problem of a ‘sociological psychology’ is taken up again in 
anéther discussion paper (1940) ‘On War-Conditioned Changes 
in Our Psychic Economy’ (in this volume, pp. 243-51). Here 
Mannheim takes issue with the idea (advanced by the psycho- 
analyst Glover) that in order to understand the psychological 
impact of the war, one should subject concrete groups to psycho- 
anfilytic observation and study, This, Mannheim ays, would still 
give us only individual rather than preperly ‘ssviological’ psycho- 
logy. ‘When, as in our case, the task consists in€collecting observa- 
tions relevant to a psychological and social ‘history of the war, 
what one has to ebserve is not the rigid and limited group units as 
such, nor the life of individuals in its relation to these groups, but 
rather the changing behaviour ôf individuals in correlation with 
the comprehensive mechanisms opefating in the society’ (p. 246). 

The question then is this: How does the overail situation in 
soci¢ty and the institutional environment influence ahd shépe in- 
dividual behaviour? This is not merely a theoretical problem; it ¢ 
has practical and pragmatic implications. The reason why we seek 
a psychological understanding of institutionally shaped behavibug € 
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* a is that this behaviour may become utterly irrational and degtruc- 
tive undyrcertain conditions. Far from serving a purely theoretical 
interest, our study must deal with the eminently practical question 
of how one can inhibit the destructive, aberrant behavioural effects 
inherent in a given social constellation, and promote the rational 
and beneficial ones. i, 

In other words: we must adopt a value-position, as it were, 
dutside the stream of history, in order to direct that strear#into 
safe channels. In doing this, we cannot and must not abandon the 
‘structural’ perspective, for we can influence history only if we 
find out all we can about its inherent law of ‘structural’ process. 
But communion with history will no longer be sufficient to make 
us discover what should be done. For this purpose, we must apply 
standards such as ‘health’ v. ‘pathology’, ‘reason’ v, ‘unreason’, 
‘peacefulness’ v. ‘aggressiveness’, which to a large extent remain 
constant throughout the flux of history. Mannheim’s new position, 
a position beyore historicism, was based upon an increasing 
application of these standards, 


ul 


This programme found its most pregnant expressionii the 
motto of ‘planning’ which came to dominate Mannheim’s thinking 
increasingly until his untimely death in February 1947. 

It is easy to misunderstand Mannheim’s preoccupation with 
planning. ‘Planned society’ is, of course, a collectivist slogan, and 
planning is generally understood to be the crowning triumph of 
the collectivist trend in history, to be hailed or deplored, depend- 
ing on whether one is for or against collectivism. The curious 
thing in Mannheim’s case was, however, that adoption of the 
principle of social planning coincided with loss of faith in the 
‘comprehensive’ structural forces of history and with increased 
Interest in the role and the problems of the individual, The original 
idea of ‘structure’ ~gxcludes conscious planning: iv is History and 
Life itself which ‘plan’ mankind’s course. In order to act rationally 
and to realize his potentialities to the full extent, the individual then 
must above all be sensitive to the promptings of history and of the 
vital forces of which the fabric of social reality is woven, Conscious 
planning emerges as something both possible and necessary only 
when this original idea of ‘strücture’ is qualified in the sense that 
the ‘vital forces’ are capable of producing pathological aberra- 
Hons against .iiich the fadividnal | and society must be protected. 

In the, four Oxford lectures on ‘Planned Society and the Pro- 
blem of Human Personality’ which Mannheim delivered in 1940 
(published here for the first time, pp. 255-310), the central 
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problem is the freedom, spontaneity and self-realization of the 
individual* Th¢ argument he presentssmay be summarized under 
threé points: “ , f © 


1. It%s a mistake to Welieve with the extfeme liberals that human 
freedom consists in the individual’s being independent of and 
unaffected by environmental and collective factors. ‘Freedom’ in 
this ggnse is an illusion. The individual is always moulded to some 
extent by his social environment, even when he thinks h€ is only 
following his own bent. id 

2. The social environment may be left to itself, so that tensions 
arising within it are resolved by spontaneous mutual adaptation 
of groups and individuals; or a central agency of ‘planners’ acting 

“on behalf of society may devise certain patterns of adjustment and 
impose it by using its controlling power. When spontaneous 
adjustment does not ‘work’, i.e. when social forces left to them- 
selves can produce only extremely undesirable gy even intolerable 
results, ‘planning’ becomes inevitable. 

3. This planning may be of the totalitarian type, i.e. the plan- 
ners may resort predominantly to command and coercion to make 
individuals adjust to and co-operate with one another and promote 
soeiak goals. The self-realization and freedom of the individual is 
then necessarily stunted, since he can never decide for himself 
and adjust in an intelligent manner, But planning may also be of a 
different kind: the planners may rearrange and manipulate the 
social environment without resorting to much outright dictation 
and coercion, and relying rather on their knowledge of human 
motivations and strivings which enables them to predict what 
arrangement of the environment will call forth the most desirable, 
co-operative and productive responses. Under such a system, the 
individual’s position need not be radically different from his un- 
coerced, ‘free’ and responsible status ynder liberalism. As under 
likeralism, the individual will respond as a free and intelligent 
agent; the main, difference is that he will not be frustrated by the 
destructive conflicts and the paralysi§ of proquctive co-operation 
which are unavoidable under present-day conditions in the ab- 
sence of ‘planning’. 


As we see, Mannheim argues here on two fronts—both sgin 
liberalism and against totalitafianism. As against liberalism, he 
stresses, on the one hand, the errbneousness of the extravagant 
liberal conception of freedom understood as the ifdividual’s ab- 
solte independence of the social environment; orfe othe hahd, 
he points to the necessarily disastrous factual consequences of; 
laissez-faire. But when all this is said, he still Sees a valid core in 
liberalism as a value position—this is the freedom and, $elf- 
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* a realization of the individual understood not in am extravagant 
but in a iebitimate sense. Planning can be a sociall petieficial and 
censtructive principle only if it preserves this freedom and indeed 
if fostering freedom ofzthe individual is, the planner’s central 
objective. Planning indifferent or hostile to individual freedom 
may avoid the unfavourable factual results of laissez-faire, but it 
will lead to other results equally or even mofe undesirable. 
Western society, Mannheim pleads, must adopt planning of the 
‘free’ typein order not to be caught in a crisis which will leave the 
door open only to planning of the ‘totalitarian’ type. 

The ‘planner for freedom’ does not seek conformity. His aim is 
not ‘the suppression of individuality but rather . . . differentiation 
providing the space where it may grow and the social stimuli 
which regularly foster it’ (p. 260). In order to attain his objective, 
he must know, above all, what kind of social environment is most 
conducive to a healthy growth of personality. In other words, he 
must be a psychdfogically oriented sociologist, or a sociologically 
oriented psychologist—the problem of a ‘sociological psychology’ 
thus reappears as that of the necessary foundation of ‘planning for 
freedom’. Unless we have a good working ‘sociological psycho- 
logy’, we cannot even begin to plan. In the second lecture, Mann- 
heim gives an outline of the basic psychological knowledge ateded 
by the planner, largely along psychoanalytical lines. But he does 
not assume that the psychological knowledge available at present 
fully answers the requirements of ‘sociological psychology’. Psycho- 
analysis provides a framework of the study of personality in 
individual and biographical terms; the role of the institutional 
environment and of large-scale social influences still remains to 
be explored. A behaviouristic stimulus-response psychology, on 
the other hand, uses ‘mechanical patterns’ which may have 
a limited applicability and validity but cannot do justice to 
the whole of personality and of society (p. 306). The necessary 
equipment of the ‘psychologically oriented sociologist’ being so 
incomplete, one issleft with the impression that the immediate 
prospects for ‘planning for freedom’ are not very promising. 

: Mannheim did not draw such a discouraging conclusion from 
his analysis. Since he considered—perhaps somewhat hastily— 
laissez-faire (or whatever is left of it in a world of imperfect competi- 
tion and pressure-group legislatioh) as completely hopeless, ‘plan- 
ning for freedom’ remained fur him the only practical approach 
to achieve ‘freedom and individualization’ in the near future 
(P7308). He-cGught, perhaps, that our psychological knowletige, 
even though fragmentary, provided at least a provisional basis for a 
rational, factual discussion of social problems (cf. the conclusion 
of the fourth lecture, p. 309). In any case, he forcefully draws 
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(p. 303) and of the possible pitfalls of planning. “The possibilities 
of planning are great, but the dangers are greater’ (p. 309). The 
main danger for hin was thatthe planner, baffled by the difficulty 
of the‘right approaclf, might take the Short cut of bureaucratic 
regulation and of totalitarian suppression of the individual. 

At any rate, ‘planning’ was for Mannheim a corrective to the 
bling and unregulated workings of the collective dynamic forees 
of society, rather than a culmination of the trend towards Collective 
dynamism. Its function was a hygienic and prophylactic rather 
than creative one. Mannheim’s concept of planning has nothing 
to do with the idea (usually associated with ‘planned society’) of 
developing a ‘blue-print’ of a new social order and reshaping 
society according to its specifications, after one has made a tabula 
rasa of the old unplanned system. Far from proposing to start 
from scratch, Mannheim envisages planning as proceeding within 
_the institutional framework of mature democragies. His later work 
on the problem of planned society was mainly devoted to an 
investigation of the potentialities which present institutions afford 
for the development of planning (see the posthumously published 
volume Freedom, Power and Democratic Planning, London and New 
¥orks 1950). In this, too, he was profoundly influenced by British 
gradualism, i 


IV 


Karl Mannheim always maintained that science does not 
develop in a vacuum but is part and parcel of the social process, 
with its concrete content of clash and strife of real group interests. 
From the point of view of his own methodology, it was only to be 
expected that his conception of social science would change when 
his own social ‘location’ underwent a radical shift. In Germany, 
his ‘location’ was that of a progressive intellectual, ‘detached’ 
from contending interest groups but seeking ‘attachment’ to the 
creative social forces of the future, In England, he became a 
‘refugee’ who hatl some dreadful tales to tel, and for whom that 
was vividly remembered past which for the host society was merely 
a potential fyture, viewed with apprehension. Neither the 
‘detachment’ he had practised nor the ‘attachment’ he had sought 
in Germany were pogsible in tħė new situation. Instead, he fad to 
be ‘useful’ as a newcomer—he hed to put his experience at the 
disposal of the society in which he lived. In accordance with this 
clmnge of role, his concept of sociology also becaseesless systematic 
and mdte pragmatic. Not that He had ever considered sociology 
as ‘pure’ theory—in his German period, too, scientific work to 
him was the expression of a vital urge, ultimately founded in 
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+ collective strivings. In this sense, his concept of scienge was always 
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‘pragmatic. But in Germany, the systematic exploration of 
‘styuctural’ relationships was itself a complete dnd sufficient 
realization of the basic ugge behind scientific endeayour. In Eng- 
land, this was no longer the case; ‘structural’ findings—as we have 
seen—had to be combined with psychological ones in order.’ to 
produce ‘applicable’ results, j ə 

Ihis transformation of the concept of sociology took placeanly 
gradually; Mannheim seems to have thought at first that the best 
contribution he could make would be the cultivation of his own 
‘structural’ type of sociology. England, as he says in his article on 
‘German Sociology’ (published in Politica, February 1934, and 
reprinted in this volume, pp. 209-28), was also moving towards a 
more critical social situation in which awareness of ‘structural’ 
facts would be indispensable. The Germans, with their longer 
experience of social crisis, had developed the conceptual tools to 
deal with such situations. ‘German sociology anticipated its sister- 
sociologies in that it was forced by the social crisis to pay attention 
to problems which sooner or later were destined to shake the rest 
of the world too; and since it was the first to concern itself with 
these problems, German sociology devised methods for the ob- 
servation and interpretation of complex general situation». ?. 
Thus the rapidly growing similarity of the basic social problems 
with which different countries have to grapple finds its reflection 
not least in the rapprochement between the trends of sociological 
thought pursued in those countries’ (pp. 227-8). (American 
sociology, we read in the same paper, has not come to grips with 
such ‘structural’ problems as the class problem, because vertical 
social mobility and the possibility of finding new fields of activity 
have ‘veiled’ the class structure of society (p. 225). 
_ The contrast between ‘German’ and ‘American’ sociology is 
also discussed in a review of Stuart A. Rice’s ‘Methods in Social 
Science’ from the, American Journal of Sociology (September 1932}, 
reprinted here (pp. 485-94). American sociology 4s commended 
here for its practical, roncrete orientation f soololisiis, Mannheim 
notes, are doing ‘field work’ and seek remedies for immediately felt 
practical difficulties. But, on the other hand, Mannheim takes 
exception to the timidity of American sociologists in evolving 


- ‘broad theories’, to their shrinking “from inqniring into the struc- 


tural aspects of social life as a whole at a given stage’ (p. 191), and 

to their fascination with natural science. “Although it is admitted 

that all social zż-snomena are not measurable, still numerical pfd- 

portions arë the ideal of exactness toward which most schdlars are 

striving’ (p. 190). And Mannheim deplores the tendency, dis- 

Played in some sociological work in Amperica, to ‘aim in the first 
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place at bei 
knowledge of things? (p. 189). German sociologists, egiven to a 
priori speculation, may have been guilty on occasion of a ‘certgin 
arrogance’ in attempting ‘tæsolve the Gordian knot of big pro- 
blems “at one Stroke’, but there is also ‘a certain false modesty of 
thé, empirical scholar whom his “exactitude complex” prompts to 
ignore the genuine basis of his own questioning’ (pp. 191-2). 
Maryheim concludes that ‘there were hardly ever two differant 
styles of study so fit to supplement each other’s shortcomings as 
are the German and American types of sociology’ (p. 193). 

In his later work, Mannheim himself tried to fuse the two styles 
of thought; he dealt with ‘immediate’ problems, viewed empiri- 


. cally and experimentally, without ‘ignoring the genuine basis of 


his questioning’. The present publication of his essays illustrates 
a subtle intellectual drama of our time: the struggle of a first-rate 
mind to salvage an intellectual tradition, buried under the debris 
of historic debacle, which once had carried «the high spiritual 
hopes of a generation, and to infuse new life into it by grafting it 
on to another tradition of an altogether different nature. It may 
be hoped that both streams of tradition will be enriched and 


strengthened by this experiment in cross-fertilization. 
c Ẹ 
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The present volume contains two essays which in fact belong 
to the series of the ‘Essays on the Sociology of Knowledge’; the 
doctoral dissertation ‘Structural Analysis of Epistemology’, and 
the essay on ‘Conservative Thought’. All other papers contained 
in this volume, with the exception of the book review mentioned 
above, were written in England. One, an unpublished paper on 
the ‘History of the Concept of the State as an Organism’, remains 
within the framework of the original ‘structural’ method developed 
hy Mannheim. The others represent the new trend I have tried to 


characterize above—pointing beyond the ‘struc ural’ position to- 


wards a concept 6f planning based upon ‘socéological psychology’. 


PAUL KECSKEMETI 
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ANALYSIS IN SOCIOLOGY 


s CHAPTER I 


Structural Analysis of Epistemology! « 3 


P SECTION 1 
Of the Logic of Philosophical Systematization 


I. CONCEPT OF A LOGIC OF SYSTEMATIZATIONS 


HE object of this inquiry is to analyse ¢he structure of a 

branch of philosophy, i.e. epistemology, with a view to con- 

tributing towards a logic of philosophy and so towards an 
all-embracing theory of systematizations in general. 

Since the questions with which we are going to deal can only be 
ufidésstood properly in relation to this wider field, it seems advis- 
able to preface the analysis of our specific topic, epistemology, 
witha few remarks about these more comprehensive subjects. 

Eversince Lask? first postulated the need for a logic of philosophy 
and sketched it in broad outlines, interest in contemporary philo- 
sophical circles has centred on this problem, but nobody has ever 
attempted to provide a solution in concreto. The inevitability of this 
demand from quite a different aspect has also been pointed out 
with much force by Croce in the opening paragraphs of his book 
on Hegel. ‘Strange is the aversion’, he says, ‘to this conception of 
a logic of philosophy (for it is reallyevery simple and should be 
aecepted as irresistibly evident). It is the idea, ingther words, that 
. philosophy preceeds by a method peculiar to itself, the theory of 
which should bé sought and formulated, No one doubts that 
mathematics has a method of its own, which is studied in the logic 
of mathematicg: that the natural sciences have their method, from 
which arises the logic of observation, of experiment, of abstraction; 
that historiography has its method, and that therefore thefe is a 
logic of the historical.method; that poetry and art in general give 
us the logic of poetry and art, i.e. aesthetic; that in economic 
activity is inherent a method, which is afterwards reflected in 
economic science; and that finally the moral activity has its 

1 First published in Kantstudien, supplementary vol. 57, Berlin, 1922. 

2 E. Lask, Die Logik der Philosophie und die Kategorienlehre, a study on the domain of 
logical form, Tüþingen, 1911.‘ eet 
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* » method, which i$ reflected in ethic (or logic of theewill, as iè has 


ve 


sometimes*been called). But when we come to philosophy, yery 
many recoil from this conclusion: that it, too, from the moment of 
its inception, must have amethod ofits owm, which must be-deter- 
mined. Conversely, very few are surprised at the fact that treatises 
on logic, while giving much space to the consideration of the 
disciplines of the mathematical and natural sciencé&, as a rule give 
nô special attention to the discipline of philosophy, and ofte pass 
it over altagether in silence.’! 

Whether or not ethics should be conceived as nothing but a 
‘logic of the will’ (as the passage quoted above would have it), 
economics as simply a logic of economic activities, and so on, may 
be left undecided; but we unreservedly accept the fundamental 
idea expressed by Croce, namely, that every mental intellectual or 
cultural field has a structure of its own, so that it will always be 
legitimate to ask for a thorough-going structural analysis from 
which we may déduce the structural peculiarities of the various 
individual fields—whether they belong to the sphere of theory, of 
practice, or of poiesis. 

Actual inquiries into the logic of philosophy have not been 
forthcoming, although the problem is there for all to see, and this 
omission may be due, for the greater part, to the preseiit-day 
schism in logic, which has so far prevented any agreement on how 
to set about such an undertaking, or where to bring the weight of 
logical analysis to bear for the purpose. 

Croce, judging by the above remarks, looks on the logic of 
philosophy as a problem of methodology. Lask takes its proper 
sphere to be in the main the development of a theory of philo- 
sophical categories, while others again would confine themselves 
to an exploration of the nature of philosophical concept-formation. 

This should be enough to show that we cannot so much as begin 
with the logical analysis of any’ particular field until we have 
made up our misds about what we are to think of the systemattc 
connection among the different branches of logic*itself; whether 
we are to say, for example, that the method of a discipline deter- 
mines the formation of its concepts, or whether, on the contrary, 
the conceptualization explains the method; in short, which of the 
relevant logical forms is to he regarded as central to the logical 
examination. . 

To state our main contentior right away: in our view, primacy 
among logical "forms belongs to systematization. The simpler 
forms can be*uitderstood, in our opinion, only in terms of this 
‘highest’, ‘all-embracing’ form. 
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That is not to say, however, that this form is tabe examinedin . + 


isolation from the others; quite the reverse: it is in fact essential to 
a cofnprehensfve structural analysis of any field that it should jf 
possible cover all the differené logical elements; but the inquiry 
Kondi guided throughout by the systematization of the field 
in question. The specific concepts, problems and methods charac- 
terizing afield can be understood only from its peculiar ‘impulse to 
systenaatization’ (if we may use this subjectivist term for the time 
being). 

If it is already odd that no positive logic of philosophy has ever 
been worked out, it is even more surprising that the common 
textbooks on logic have nothing at all, or nothing of real signi- 
ficance, to say about the most fundamental logical form, i.e., 
systematization.! All the same, our attempt to treat systematiza- 
tion as the central concept of logic does not seem to be out of tune 
with contemporary trends in philosophy. 

There can in fact be no mistaking that the trend which is be- 
coming predominant today, at least in the cultural sciences, runs 
counter to the precept once given by Descartes to proceed, as it 
were, in atomizing fashion and explain more complex structures 
in terms of simpler ones; the present trend is, on the contrary, to 
explaitesimpler structures in terms of more complex ones. 

It may already be a sign of this new spirit in research that 
Sigwart, Windelband, Rickert and a host of others place the 
emphasis in logic no longer upon the theory of concepts, as was 
customary before them, but upon the theory of judgment; 
i.e. that they seek to understand the simpler forms in terms of the 
more comprehensive ones. Admittedly, this greater emphasis upon 
judgment in many contemporary scholars largely stems from 
a psychologistic bias which inevitably seeks to stress the genetic 
factor; nevertheless, the fact cannot be overlooked that they place 
the more complex, the ‘higher’ forms above the simpler ones. 

Systematization must above all receive pride of place in a logic 
which puts ¢vce mpérepov, rather thay zporepov mpos jas, at the 
head. Some furthef explanation is in order, hewever, if we go all 


e 

1 go problem of order or systematization is given prominence in the following 
works: e 

H. Driesch, Ordnungslehre, Jena, 1912. 
J. Royce, “Prinzipien der Logik’ ia the Ênzyklopädie der phil. Wissenschaften, 
vol. 1: Logik, ed. A. Ruge, Tébingen, 1912. 

A particularly outstanding contribution towards an all-round theory of systems was 
made before his untimely death by the Hungarian Béla Zalay¢ who devoted his 
recarga to thisvery field. Gf. in particular his ‘A filozófiai rendszerezés a 
ire Proklem of Philosophic Systematization’), publ. in tie jGurnal Szellem, 

udapest, 1911. s 

Also worthy of mention is A. Liebert’s work, Das Problem der Philosophie, in the 2nd si 
edition of 1920. It contains much that is illuminating on the fundamental significance 
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the way in this-direction, and confer priority upop that secġor of 
logic which appears as ita final culmination rafher’than. as its 
starting point. To maintain the priority of systematization over the 
concept and the judgment is not to say, quite obyiously, a the 
thinker as an existent person must be in possession of a clear-cut 
philosophical system to begin with, in order to be able to fatm a 
concept at all; that, of course, would be sheer nensense. What it 
does mean is this: each concept implies, as its tacit presuppgsitions 
which for, the most part do not become the object of conscious 
reflection, certain connections, certain configurations reaching 
beyond the seemingly isolated concept. Conscious reflection turns 
towards these presuppositions as a rule only if, for reasons into 
which we need not go here, a doubt arises as to the content com; 
prised by a concept, when it becomes necessary to elucidate its 
signification with the help of other concepts, by bringing’ the whole 
context to bear on the problem. The meaning of an individual 
concept is rooted in its whole context, and this can further be 
demonstrated from quite a different approach. 

Take the formation of a new concept in science—or, for that 
matter, in everyday life. This can be shown always to involve 
three things. What is pertinent in the first place is the—as yet in- 
determinate—matter concerned, which is always before nts ds a 
matrix differentiating a new meaning. In the second place we pay 
attention to the concepts we already have and which have a bear- 
ing on the concept to be formed. And finally we somehow take 
into account the systematization as a whole which, quite un- 
reflectedly as a rule, is constantly with us whenever we form a new 
concept, as the general pattern of the entire context. The outcome 
of this process (considered, for the time being, from a genetic 
point of view) is that all concepts are more or less closely correlated 
with others, that any one concept implies others as having already 
been posited, This correlatedness is most clearly evidenced by 
what we know, as complementary concepts like form and contsnt, 
or mountain and valley, where it is perfectly obvious that the one 
has meaning only xin respect of the other. Antl something of this 
complementariness inheres in concepts of every kind. The mutual 
interdependence of concepts in this sense constitytes a continuum, 
but not the one represented by the Aristotelian scale of forms 
(where concepts are ordered accdrding to the different degrees of 
universality, and where the Jocus in the pyramid of concepts is 
adequately determined by giving the genus proximum together with 
its differentia specifica). It is to ,be understood, rather, as a @hain- 

« sequence which (as we have seen in the case of complementary 
terms) leads on from one link to the next, and which seems to 
v Suggest an infinite progression. f 
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However isolated it may seem, a concept stiM has systematic e 


presuppositions Let us assume for argument’s sake whit is never 
in fact the case, that concepts are simply proper names of concrete 
things sit can be showmof evef such completely a-systematic con- 
cepts that they involve a systematization. Ifa concept were nothing 
but a proper name of a “This here’—something like pointing at the 
thing with a finSer—and if it contained nothing beyond this osten- 
sive r@ference, then it would be a concept in a truly minimal sense. 
But it will be shown that even this rudiment of a concept involves 
an implicit systematization. It would be possible, under certain 
circumstances, to develop a sign language corresponding to con- 
cepts reduced to the mere pointing out of things ‘here and now™— 
‘for instance, by assigning a particular letter of the alphabet as a 
proper name to an individual object we meet. This table in front 
of me would be called a, this chair b, and so on. No letter could be 
used twice over in this game—another table, for instance, could 
not be called a—or else we should be going béyond the hypo- 
thetical minimal conceptualization. If we applied a symbol to 
several objects, it would no longer be a mere proper name; by 
proceeding in this way, we should introduce into our concept 
formation the tacit assumption that there are real objects of 
the sathe kind which can occur more than once. Furthermore, if 
our conceptual scheme is to be devoid of any systematizing pre- 
suppositions, it must under no circumstances be thought of as 
ordered in a series like numbers or the letters of the alphabet, 
because this would mean adding a systematizing element to mere 
naming as such—that is, in the case of numbers, the law governing 
the series of the natural numbers, and in that of the alphabet, the 
notion that every letter (and consequently the object denoted by 
it) has its proper place in a series in which, despite the absence of a 
law underlying the series, the position of each term is fixed with 
reference to its neighbours. Supposing, then, that we eliminate all 
th@&e factors of systematization, and merely retain isolated, and 
therefore isolathg, proper names, which could thus cover the 
infinite number of things by infinitely man¥ symbols—symbols 
which show no order like the alphabet; even if our conceptual 
system is thus reduced to a minimum, some systematizing pre- 
supposition will still have crept jn unawares; that is, naming itself 
in fact proceeds on the assumption that the initially indefinite 
variety of the things which can be famed can be transformed, by 
the act of naming, into a collection of discretely identifiable 
indivfdualities. G e 

This example goes to show that evgn a minimal conceptual © 
system, the ‘system of proper names’, presupposes some kind of 
systematizatiop, that even a rudimentary concept cannot edmg* 
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into being witheut implying some systematizing presuppositions, 
however unreflected. The same example also seryes to lay down 
what is to be understood by a tacit assumption, an implicit’ pre- 
supposition. It is not am antecedeht line, of thoyght which the 
individual must have gone through before he can understand or 
form a concept; it is a set of implications he has to accept, acknow- 
ledge, take for granted, whenever he uses a thedretical concept 
significantly or turns his attention to it. 5 

That the concepts with which we actually have to do in the 
sphere of theoretical thought are not ‘minimal concepts’ in this 
sense, i.e. that they are more than such ‘proper names’, hardly 
needs detailed proof. If, however, even such rudiments of con- 
cepts already involve systematic presuppositions, we shall expect: 
these to be present to an even higher degree in the concepts of 
common sense, let alone of science. We must begin, therefore, by 
working out some of the systematic presuppositions which are 
involved by any theoretical concept whatever. 

The ‘minimum of theoretical systematization’ which must 
already be assumed for the genesis of conceptual proper names 
might be formulated as the principle of ‘delimiting the individual 
elements as isolatable from one another’, This is in sharp contrast 
to the systematic presupposition underlying our nonrudiméntary, 
fully developed concepts, which holds that they form a continuum 
of closely interrelated elements. And if, as modern logic would 
have it, judgments are nothing but the locus where concepts 
originate, concepts in turn being condensed and stored judgments, 
then our principle, applied to the theory of judgments, will 
assume the following form: in the theoretical sphere, one has to 
Danke poe a closed chain of continuously connected propositions. 

omething of this nature was Bolzano’s view when he taught that 
every truth is correlated with all other truths in the sphere of 
validity. Yet this ‘principle of continuity’, the systematizing 
assumption inothe theoretical sphere, does not apply to the 
aesthetic sphere, where indeed a contrary principle appears to 
hold (as G. Lukdcs*maintains among others), În primary experi- 
ence a work of art is taken to be an isolated monad. One truth 
always implies another truth, and for that reason a new insight 
can do away with former knowledge, show it up as a mistake and 
cancel it; but none of this holds good for art, since one work of 
art never follows in any way from another—consequently, a new 
work in this sphere can never prove another wrong. The Ptolemaic 
and the Copernican systems cannot both be true, but no, patting 
‘will ever contradict a picture by Giotto. 

This fundamental dissimilarity in the guiding principles of these 

‘two’ ‘systematizations’ (of the theoretical as against the artistic 
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sphere) is alsa responsible for the difference in “the structure of an 


their respectivgdiistories. The historical pattern of science can only 
be adequately represented as a unilinear series of approximatiotis 
towards the ore and anly poSsible formeof truth, where the last 
assumption simply discounts as error all previous hypotheses about 
the same facts; whereas the history of art shows the most varied 
works of art existing side by side without contradiction. The histo: 
of phitesophy on the other hand—as will be seen in more detai 
later—is presented most adequately as a history of problems where 
the permanence of the problems does constitute a kind of supra- 
temporal unity, yet—in spite of the fact that here, too, only one 
truth is possible in principle—the individual answers do not 
obliterate one another in quite the same sense as they do in the 
history of.science ; whereas, on the other hand, they also do not 
tolerate one another in the same way as they do in the history of 
art. As a matter of fact, philosophy alone is really amenable to the 
method of the history of problems; this method îs not altogether 
inapplicable to the history of art (as witness, for example, Riegl’s 
history of problems), but when it is actually applied, this is always 
due to the importation of alien theoretical categories. These are 
quite suitable to the description of the evolution of certain ele- 
ments find phases of the works of art, but cannot do justice to the 
history of the works as such, as viewed in a congenial artistic 
contemplation.! 

This digression about the historical structure of different 
spheres was needed to show from another angle that the various 
mental spheres differ in structure; their different histories are due 
to their different systematizations, since these determine the struc- 
ture of the individual elements which together make up the history. 

Coming back to the general structure of the theoretical sphere 
as such, we can now state its systematizing principle to be such as 
to ensure a certain continuity for thé various elements which 
ocur within it. It might almost seem as ifit were enough to assume 
a single chain opropositions, a closedeircle as it were; but even a 
cursory inspection, let alone a deliberate folloWing-up of the rele- 
vant matters of fact, will convince us that the structure of con- 
ceptual and judgmental connections is not a gear to a circle. 
We need only select and attempt toefit together a few rangom 
members of the body ef concepts at present known to us—let us 
say the categorical imperative, the force of attraction, sensation, 
form, content, etc.—and it will be clear immediatel that this 
aggréWfateof concepts can far better be ordered in te: 3 of several 
self-contained circles. Every one of the concepts listed points to a © 

. 
1 Cf. Ernst Heidrich, Beiträge zur Geschichte und Methode der Kunstgeschichte, Besc, y 
1917. See especially the review of Jaħtzen, pp. 82 ff. 7S 
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different context in which it is originally at home, These various 
contexts could be called the different levels of theqretical systema- 
tation—levels or strata advisedly, not simply planes, since a 
thorough examination will show thet they form a hjerarchyp rather 
than a mere juxtaposition of regions having the same ‘rank’. 
Some of these levels, in fact, are capable of comprising in a way all 
‘elements’, and these will be called the primary systematizations. 

ntology, for instance, is one of them, inasmuch as each gencept 
—no matter where it is originally at home—is also constituted 
within the ontological system. It is impossible to form a concept 
without at the same time determining the modus existendi of its 
content. In such a case, of course, being cannot be understood to 
mean real existence exclusively, which in current philosophical 
usage denotes the existence of things in physical space. A complete 
ontology distinguishes various modes of being; at present we are 
familiar with the spatio-temporal physical, the temporal-psychic, 
and the supra-ternporal ‘spheres of being’, and as soon as a thought 
element is fixed in form of a concept, one of these modes of 
existence is posited together with it. 

Tn addition to these universal primary systematizations, which 
will be discussed in detail below (pp. 48 ff), there are a number of 
distinct and sharply defined levels, in one of which the?rdios 
vonds of a novel concept is always to be located. On this showing, 
thinking in general can be regarded as an endeavour to find the 
logica place of a concept in the total framework of the mental 
spheres; in other words, a thing is taken to be explained, compre- 
hended, in so far as we have discovered its place in the currently 
accepted orders, series and levels. 

That we have to assume several different systematization series 
is shown, above all, by the existence of a number of different 
sciences, most of which have their own separate series of inter- 
related concepts—although we would like to stress that the 
sciences are nosidentical with the systematization series as defined 
by us. The unity of many a.science derives from quite superficial 
considerations; whéther a science owes its existence to the crudest 
practical considerations, or to a far subtler unifying principle 
rooted in methodology, its unity as a science js always partly 
determined by methodologico-practical considerations, as against 
which the pure levels must be reconstructed by digging down to 
their constitutive principles, >to their ultimate presu positions. 
We shall see in the case of epistemology that, although from an 
heuristic pint of view it does,at first appear as a well-grownded 
unity, from the point of view of a pure axiomatic theory, i.e. of 
structural analysis,*it turns out to represent a mixed systematiza- 


‘tiott,, Let it be said straight away that the reconstruction of the 
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puredevels js altogether an internal affair for logit, and inno way ¢ 


intends to reform the existing sciencés. There are good reasons 
why scientific thought usually works with mixed systematizatior’. 
Still titere is every justi€icatiorf for a logical examination to distin- 
guish between the underlying pure series concerned—tt is in fact a 
vital enterprise for logic. 

It should alrfady now be clear that the pure systematizations 
only @emprise those series of related concepts which—#f their 
_ internal connectedness is steadily traced back—will eventually 
lead to fundamental concepts or correlations of concepts in which 
the series in question originates. Wherever we shall have occasion 
to lay bare the final postulates of certain series, we shall find them 
‘to be based on patently complementary conceptual couples rather 
than upon unitary concepts. It may be assumed, then, that 
systematizations obey the principle which H. Rickert introduced 
under the name of ‘heterothesis’!: the ultimate elements of the 
series seem to be somehow rooted in each other. The unity of logic 
(as we shall see in the sequel) is constituted by the correlation of 
form and content, the unity of epistemology by the subject-object 
correlation. Correlations of the constitutive concepts of a series can 
be yegarded as quasi-axiomatic postulates of the sphere concerned, 
But obviously one must not jump to conclusions; even if the unity 
of a sphere is guaranteed by ‘axioms’ of this kind, and even if the 
propositions belonging to it are somehow interconnected, it would 
be going too far to assume that all disciplines proceed in the same 
way as exact mathematical sciences do, where a limited number 
of axioms is enough to deduce all further theorems and secondary 
concepts. It certainly will not do to assume beforehand that all 
the diverse series must necessarily exhibit the same principle of 
construction. Methodical pluralism is called for at this stage of the 
inquiry, and it should be enough to note that the basic concepts of 
the less exact disciplines also constitute a systematic unity, even 
if ve are not yet in a position to characterize their respective 
principles of cofistguction. It is problematic whether a deductive 
procedure is practicable in every field without, doing violence to it. 
It cannot be doubted, however, that concepts only occur in series, 
and that conseqttently there is no such thing as an isolated con- 
cept; this is demonstrated beyond dottbt by the fact that even the 
most ‘inexact’ concept*has a place where it properly belongs, and 
that it will show at once if it is ‘transferred’ into an alien sphere, 
where it can only be applied ‘metaphorically’. ve e 

Language, however, is not an ‘infallible guide: ong and the 
same word frequently names various cancepts, And it is of para- ^ 
mount importance to clear up these systematic ambiguities; we 

1H. Rickert, System dhr Philosophie, Pt. 1, pp. 56 f., 1921. ® bs 
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shall discover fùrther on, for example, that the-term ‘subject’ 
covers several different concepts. We must above all differentiate 
between these concepts, even though it is quite likely that no 
ambiguity would have ‘arisen, had they mot had something in 
common in spite of their differences. The same applies also to the 
term ‘time’ and the various concepts named by it—the cosmo- 
Iggical, the psychological, the historical,! and the philosophico- 
historical conceptions of time are all vastly different and ceh only 
be property understood within the frame of reference, the context 
of meaning to which they belong. Even a seemingly simple, 
straightforward concept like ‘man’, for example, has various 
meanings according as it is used as an anthropological, ethical, or 
philosophico-historical term. No matter how loosely we use 
language, we can convey only one of these meanings at a time. It is 
quite evident, therefore, that even within the theoretical sphere 
itself we have to assume several serial systematizations, and that 
every single conéept, simply by being conceived, presupposes the 
existence of at least that serial systematization within which it is 
constituted. 

Before going any further, however, it seems advisable to differen- 
tiate between three fundamental terms which always occur in a 

' discussion of the logic of systematization, i.e. systematization, 
system and architectonic. Up to now we have only talked about 
systematizations—individual systems have not been mentioned so 
far—and by these we always meant an entire set of serially con- 
nected, mutually defining elements. 

Systematization is distinguished from system in that the former is a 
constitutive form, while the latter is a reflected, methodological form. 
With regard to the genesis of these forms in a subject, we may say 
that a ‘systematization’ is created by the transcendental-logical 
subject, and a ‘system’ by the empirical subject. 

Systematization is constitutive to such an extent that anything 
‘given’ (this térm still understood in a subjective and genétic 
sense)—any ‘fact of experience’ (in the broadét sense)—must 
already belong within one of the existing systematizations, in so 
far as it is theoretically grasped at all. The simplest, most primi- 
tive way of ‘objectifying’ an element is to rang@it, fit it in, with 
one of these inevitably pre$uppesed orders. There is more to it 
than that, since the phrases ‘range with’, ‘fit in with’, still fail to 
convey what is really happerling. ‘Ranging’ an element with a 
series, ‘fitting it in’, is apt to sound as if this element already had 

its true identity, as if it were a’ ‘something itself’, beforesit ‘is ever 
put into the appropriate series; as if in the constitutive sphere a 


, 1 8f. M. Heidegger, ‘Der Zeit iff in der Geschichtswi: if i ift fü 
Pio nd pw soa ide Cecchetti fir 
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serics and, ar element were two mutually itfdependent, self- 
subsisting entéties and only had somehow to be brought together. 
Nothing could be further from the truth than such a conceptidn. 
An ‘chement’, én fact, enly gefs its propet identity by adopting the 
structure of the series to which it belongs, and this series in turn 
consists in nothing but the identity of structure shared by certain 
elements that Belong together. à 

We*must consider systematization as a constitutive fornf, since a 
theoretical object that is not systematized is altogether incon- 
ceivable. Even those who are ‘on principle’ adverse to systems of 
any kind, who would deliberately think ‘unsystematically’, even 
they have to rely on systematization. It is of course quite another 
matter whether a system (as opposed to systematization) is also a 
necessary form of thought; thatis for theindividual disciplines alone 
to decide from case to case. Thus it is one of the most vital pro- 
blems for philosophy, among others, whether its own systematiza- 
tions do not, in virtue of their innermost structure and tendency, 
irresistibly demand to culminate in some system or other—whether 
philosophical concepts as such do not merely involve a systematiza- 
tion but also the necessity of a system. 

If 0, there would have to be some internal connection between 
the various systematizations and the systems which they make 
possible. If systematization is nothing but the first ordering of the 
‘elements of experience’ (in the most general sense), as performed 
by the transcendental-logical subject, then these elements which 
are thus placed on the same level should already contain the germ 
of the possible solutions to the problems with which the reflecting 
subject is going to be confronted. The more so, since the reflective 
thinking of an empirical self is for the most part simply the ana- 
lytic exposition of what has already been systematized by the 
transcendental-logical subject. Accordingly, an individual reflect- 
ing subject, who orders his thoughts info a complete system in strict 
accordance with a principle, is really doing no m6re than push to 
its logical condlugion a tendency already prescribed in the very 
systematization, On this account we must think of systematization 
within any sphere as ever open—it is a still to be completed chain 
of interdependent concepts belonging to the same level; whereas 
a system is always closed—oneeof thë possible solutions pre¢leter- 
mined by the logical structure of the prior systematization. 
According to this view the reflecfive subject is merely finishing 
off the work of logic begun by the pie see logig subject. 
(By Intkeducing the concepts of à reflective and of a transcen- 
dental-logical subject and by raising the issue of the empirical and® 
transcendental-philosophical genesis of knowledge, we gave, the 
discussion an epistemological turn. This was done for the sake qf 
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conciseness—corimunication in genetic terms is easier. Needless 
to say, it is possible to do without the epistemological considera- 
tidns brought to the above exposition; the «distinction can be 
formulated purely in tems of logic, as the difference bétween 
constitutive and reflective forms.) 3 

Architectonic must be distinguished from systems as being an 
egtirely secondary matter, a mere mode of presentation. As a rule 
its construction is quite different from that of the system to Bt pre- 
sented, andl it is commonly imported from alien spheres, usually 
with a disruptive effect on the original sequence of thought. The 
architectonic ‘order’ is governed by principles quite heterogeneous 
with the original context (such as symmetry, dichotomy, tricho- 
tomy or any other formal arrangement). Adickes! has shown, for 
example, how largely Kant depended for the exposition of his 
system on an architectonic borrowed elsewhere (from the con- 
struction of logic), how time and again he was led to rearrange 
his thoughts in deference to his architectonic fetish, and how he 
even modified the positive content of some of his ideas for the sake 
of trichotomies and similar principles. 

The analysis of a system turns on its pure form, purged of 
architectonic; it acts on the assumption, of course, that the. 
‘natural’ order, the logical hierarchy of the fundamental ideas of 
system can always be reconstructed. If an account of the ideas of a 
thinker is to be more than a servile copy of the original way of 
presentation, it will have to be an effort at a systematic recon- 
struction of this kind. That the job can be done well or badly is 
irrelevant to the issue that it is not, in principle, a futile under- 
taking. Even though it may be justified in individual cases, e.g. 
owing to pedagogical considerations, to adopt a way of presentation 
which closely follows the arrangement of the original, this form of 
presentation must be discarded and treated as a mere architec- 
tonic whenever it is the inner meaning, the pure logical structure, 
of the system wë have to communicate. is 

One of the assumptions involved in any theosetical proposition 
—to take up this question again—is that, although we are at no 
time in possession of these series, orders, connections, levels (or 
whatever name you may choose to designate the ‘systematic’ forms 
undeslying theoretical proptsitions) in their complete and true, 
their only possible, final form—although “systematizations’, as 
they are formulated in actual fact, always contain erroneous and 
tensative elements—nevertheless we have to take it for ted 

that an ultimate, true and comiplete form of any smem ition 
exists objectively, independently of our own contributions. This 
is ngt to be interpreted in the sense of a moral or aesthetic norm, 
9 1E, Adickes, Kants Systematik als systembildender Faktor, Berlin, 1887. 
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but as a stringent logical postulate implied in évery concept, in 


every theoretical construct. No 


doubt in the actual ‘process of 


thinking we shall always have the ‘feeling’, the ‘impression’, that 
we ousselves farm the eoncepts, judgments, theories and sequences, 
that we create them and that the whole series then seems to con- 
front us as something of our own making; yet the notion of a 
subjective creativity (a concept of ‘psychological systematization’) 
is quite useless in the logical sphere, since it always fallsshort of 
the meaning of a theoretical construct. o 

A theorem, a judgment, a concept, a solution to a problem, 


all these have meaning only on 


the assumption that there is a 


correct solution, however wrong or tentative the present one may 


«be, that independently of us and 


our doings there is a valid truth 


(no matter whether it has the form of many closed circles or one), 
and that this does not originate with our thinking but is, on the 


contrary, sought by it, intended 
If we are to have concepts at all, 


and, if we are lucky, attained. 
if we are to state any judgment, 


we have to take the systematizations in their postulated forms as 
completely self-contained and valid in themselves. 

Any single statement—even the proposition that there is no 
truth, no validity in se—can by virtue of the structure of theoretical 
systenifatization only be either true or false. It follows that the 
content of this proposition contradicts those presuppositions that are 
inescapably implied by its form; after all, this, like any other state- 
ment, only has theoretical meaning if its content can be said to be 
either true or false. If the content expressed—that there is no truth 
valid in se—is true, then this at least must be thought valid, or it 
would be meaningless to assert it; if it, too, is false, then it still 
must be recognized that falsity is meaningful only if we assume 


the possibility of truth, of self-sust 


aining validity. And the validity 


of a single proposition at the same time implies the entire context, 
from which alone, whether it is explicitly known or not, the sen- 
tefice derives its full meaning; the concepts contaised in the state- 


ment involve ail other concepts, 


and in its logical form all other 


logical forms are involved. It is thus implied ín the very structure 
of the theoretical sphere that it must itself be assumed as a- 
temporally valid, and this in the form of one or more continuous, 
chain-like sequences. Just pgs it is a fact that actual thinking 


is open to error (thatewe can 


istinguish between true an false 


statements), it is imperative to postulate a self-sustaining sphere of 
validity beyond the factual; otherwise that fact itself would lack 
that Bire:ground which alone can give it meaning. Just Because it is 
a fact that actual thinking proceeds in, terms of correlations, i.e.‘ 
of fragments of series (which again can only be either true or 
false), it follows that we must assume one or several series to-€xist* 
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independently df our own doing, and such that our ordering 
activity can merely seek to Attain them. Positing sugh a sphere of 
idtal validity does not mean that we indulge in dreams of an 
idealistic Beyond, spun by a metapħysics ef validity; on the con- 
trary, certain constant features of actual thinking (the notion of 
possible error, continual ordering) demand to be complemented 
by this sphere if they are to have any meaning at*all. Now argu- 
ments like these—which re-formulate the old principle of tke self- 
certifying nature of truth in the language of a theory of logical 
levels—have been attacked as involving a fallacy. Although this is 
certainly wrong, it must nevertheless be admitted that there is 
something unsatisfactory about these arguments—they deliver no 
proof that truth is valid in itself, but only show that the concept 
of this validity is necessarily implied in the meaning of theory as 
such. It is, however, inherently impossible to prove such a pro- 
ition, because any such proof would again have to presuppose 
it; it is incapable of proof simply because it is itself the necessary 
condition for the possibility of all proof. That is why we must 
consider it neither as a fiction, nor as an idea, but as an inevitable 
postulate involved in the existence of a theoretical sphere as such. 

It is characteristic of this sphere of pure validity that it may,be 
conceived independently of any kind of genetic ieot. as 
belonging to a stratum removed from all subjectivity—transcen- 
dental as well as psychological. Translated into the language of 
the theory of levels, this means that it is not only possible but even 
necessary to ‘order’ the logical facts without positing the subject- 
object relation, i.e. without attending to the problems raised by 
the latter. It has ever been the legitimate aim of ‘logical objec- 
tivism’ to develop this stratum in complete purity. 

If we draw a distinction between pure and applied logic, the 
one to examine the forms and characteristics of valid truths as 
such, the other to characterize the process of attaining these 
verities, then tht concept of a subject will only be found in the 
latter, in applied logic. Going on to the further gestion which of 
these two logics has priority (not genetically but, as always in this 
essay, in a purely logical sense), we shall discover that one can 
develop a pure logic without recourse to the coneept of a subject, 
while, a plied logic, the méthodelogy of thinking, already pre- 
sumes the existence of a pure logic; for, if the science of thinking 
1s not content to be simply a psychology of thought, and merely 
to describe_the flux of ideas as determined by the laws of associa- 
tion, but gather wants to characterize logically correct hiking 

such, then it must presuppose the laws of logical correctness as 
set forth in an antecedent discipline of pure logic. Genetically it is 
the aetual process of thinking, the topit of applied lpgic, that has 
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priority; hence it is easier to speak the language“of applied logic. 
Hierarchically,chowever, i.e. in the sehse of a hierarchy of consti- 
tution levels, priority belongs to pure logic as the doctrine of*a 
self-sustaining waliditys $ e 

The concepts of pure logic, moreover, are independent, not only 
of those of the science of thinking, but also of those of epistemology. 
Pure logic may ‘go beyond the mere characterization of the sphege 
of validity as such, and inquire into the peculiar naturt of the 
various logical forms (the categories) upon which validity is based. 
This inquiry into forms, however, needs as an axiomatic basis only 
the correlation between form as such and content as such; it 
remains wholly unconcerned with the role of the subject which 
explores the forms as well as with the reality to which the truths 
constituted by means of the forms are to be applied. The question 
whether such a reality located beyond the realm of logic should be 
assumed, and whether valid truth is applicable to it, is one which 
must come up sooner or later in the total framework of the 
sciences—in fact, this is the problem with which epistemology 
actually deals ; it certainly does not, for all that, belong to pure 
logic which could have no means of answering it in terms of its 
basic concepts. 

hat there can be a pure logic which need not concern itself 
with questions of empirical or transcendental genesis is the only 
explanation for the serene history of formal logic which went its 
way relatively undisturbed by metaphysical and epistemological 
controversies. 

Pure logic need not even be ‘formal’ in the manner described. 
It may examine any content as a meaning-differentiating factor; 
and still epistemology does not enter into it, because logic need 
not inquire into the origin of the given content which is responsible 
for the differential meaning of forms. Epistemological questions 
arise only in connection with this prdblem of origin; these will 
théa have to be put separately. But the fact that*pure logic can 
be established ‘ingependently of the theorigs of thinking and 
knowledge, independently of the concepts which constitute 
epistemology—this fact has its negative side too: pure logic is 
altogether incapable of settling any epistemological issue one way 
or the other. The notion of validity refers to the possibility of 
ordering a certain content, no matter what its source is, in a 
unique way determined by a north of correctness, But whether 
anything is ‘apprehended’ by this ordering, in the sepse that a 
realit be posited beyond it is thereby ‘attained’, tkis sort of 
problem would introduce entirely new, postulates, characteristic “ 
of epistemology which is the topic of our study. At this point, I 
merely want tg stress that F assume a structural independence of‘ 
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> pure logig as against epistemology. As regards theecontroversy of 
principle as to whether epistemology or logic is privr,! my position 
~ is*the following: the two are always interdependent in the total 
framework of cognition, $f actual thinkingy but if they are‘tlistin- 
guished according to their ultimate presuppositions, and the ques- 
tion is raised which of them can get along without the prernises 
of the other, our answer will have to be that a puré logic is feasible 
wherea§ a pure theory of knowledge (i.e. epistemology without 
auxiliary sciences) is not. 

The postulate common to all theoretical spheres now stands in 
clear outline; it could be formulated for our purposes as follows: 
any systematization whatever can in the end permit but a single 
correct ordering of its elements. All concrete acts of thinking are: 
searching for this sequence, and even if it cannot be found in this 
way until the end of time, it is still the indispensable presupposi- 
tion of meaning for any and every act of thinking. 


2, DIFFICULTIES PERTAINING TO A LOGIC OF SYSTEMATIZATIONS 


At this stage of the inquiry—once this common postulate has 
been revealed—we are ready for the structural analysis, qf a 
particular discipline, i.e. epistemology. But how are we to set 
about it?—that is the immediate difficulty. History offers an abun- 
dance of material: a rich variety of successive or co-existing 
theories of knowledge. But to choose the one correct epistemology 

_ among them—assuming it has already been realized in history— 
that is more than the logician is able to do with the means at his 
disposal. If he tried, he would be falling into the typical error of 
the philosophers of the Enlightenment who, having satisfied them- 
selves that there can be only one correct solution, went on to 
identify the position reached by their own time—an altogether 
transitory affair—with etefnal truth as such. 

Fortunately &nough, a logic of epistemology need not wait ufon 
the solution of this problems it is not immediatgly’concerned with 
the structure of the.only true system of epistemology, but would 
merely determine the structure of epistemological systematization 
as such. Now is there as much as a single concept which could be 
regarded as a timeless consfituens of all epistemology? Is there to 

1 hi ve A i 
DSO chp ae e ace Tete ape nen e bioa no pone sf 
Logik, 5th edition; 1887); Richl (‘Logik und Erkenntnistheorie’, publ. in Kultur der 
Gegenwart, pt-T, sect. VI, p. 73 ff.) ; Husserl (Logische Untersuchungen, vol. 1, Ho's 1913) ; 
aon the othe?: F. A. Lange (‘Logische Studien’, I. Formale Logik und Erkfhntnistheorie, 
Leipzig, 1894) ; Sani ‘System der Logik, 5th edition, 1882); Schuppe (Erkenntnis- 
theoretische , Bonn, 1378) ; a neige zur Logik der Gegen- 
pe sr Lart vom. Denken Erkennen, Berlin, 1913). This ies with a detailed 
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be found in the historical process of epistemologieal thinking even 
one elemeñt which can claim to stand above history? * 

Let us, to “begin with, briefly consider a few relevant facts. 
Howeyer much the variouseepistemolagies may differ in their 
historical development, they all the same belong to a continuity 
of one idea (which is the reason why all are called ‘epistemologies’, 
‘theories of knewledge’). There must accordingly be some con- 
cepts at any rate, some perennial problems, some constellatiofis 
which always recur and thereby make this continuity possible. 
The attempted solutions may be widely divergent—and still there 
must be something to these problems, some factor in the set of 
postulates concerned, in virtue of which these systems, much as 
„their historical expressions differ, are somehow commensurable 
and can thus be designated as epistemologies, one and all. 

These ‘common factors and ultimate premises observable in 
every theory of knowledge might then be collected empirically. 
That would be one way of doing it, and quite imstructive at that 
—the trouble is, of course, that it would not be a method a priori. 
That is, it could not be taken as proof that these concepts already 
belong to the body of supra-historical systematization. As it hap- 
pens, however, some of the elements which empirical comparison 
first stows to be shared by all historical systems, can also be appre- 
hended as endowed with logical necessity. There are some 
concepts—though their number is small—which are so much part 
and parcel of epistemology that (over and above their actual 
empirical ubiquity) they present much the same a priori character 
as absolutely necessary mathematical correlations do; there are 
concepts, postulates and categories which belong to the frame of 
epistemology to such an extent that the historical development of 
theory of knowledge is only possible because of them. 

The further investigation revolves mainly on throwing these 
factors into relief,! and it is claimed that, purely typological 
isswes aside, I have succeeded in establishing such aa a priori frame- 
work of epistemology as such. The a griori character of the discus- 
sion (it need harflly be ae cannof be denied on the 
ground that we must acquire empirical kifowledge of existing 
epistemologies bgfore we can attempt to isolate the underlying 
a priori form of epistemology ag such. Even a priori propositions 
cannot be known without being learned somehow; but although 
all knowledge is acquired in the¢course of experience, not all 
knowledge is empirical as regards the source of its validity, and it 
is Notexypossible to gather from experience something’of a priort 
character, provided its inherent necessity can be demonstrated. e 


1 How this part of the inquiry would compare with an ‘Fidetic’ in Husserl’s gense 


is an interesting question but cannog be dealt with here. : s e 
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If, however, we? had an empirical collection of a few elements 
absolutely integral to the a-temporal standard of epistemology, 
this would not give us more than a few fixed points in the total 
framework we call epistemological systematization, (By the way, 
the existence of such a standard does not in itself prove that the 
epistemological problem can be solved by us, but only that any 
epistemological question thatis raised must of necessity containsuch 
ahd such elements.) But since we are interested in the interdepen- 


- dence of the elements, in the way they are rooted in the totality ofa 


system, rather than in the isolated elements as such, we must look 
farther for clues which will help us proceed from the elements to 
the systematization. If we seek to make our structural analysis as 
comprehensive as possible, we shall be faced, after the structural 
elements are ascertained, with the alternative between—the 
former difficulty crops up anew—selecting as basis some definite 
theory of knowledge which seems representative, or else—and 
this is the line we are going to take—regarding the historical 
realizations as various possible solutions of a perennial problem, 
from the synoptical study of which the character of epistemological 
systematization may be discoverable. 

If one were to choose the former method of determining the 
structure of epistemology from a picked theory of knowledge, one 
would first have to prove this to represent the only correct solution 
of the epistemological problem, to demonstrate, in short, a point- 
to-point correspondence between epistemological systematization 
and that particular system. That would mean getting tied up with 
epistemological questions, and the problem of analysing the 
structure of epistemology would have to be put off indefinitely. 
We are not concerned with an epistemology of epistemology but, 
avowedly, with a logic of the theory of knowledge; and this has 
no means of its own to arrive at a decision in such disputes. For 
this reason it seems to be the right procedure simply to consider 
all the differert epistemologies as in a way ‘equally possible’ no 
matter how much we shoyld like to take sides.as independent 
thinkers. f 

; The sole remaining assumption, then, would be that the succes- 
sive words forming the historical body of ‘epistemology’ are com- 
mensurable up to a point and may be taken to be attempts to 
solve one and the same theoretical problem, This, if admissible at 
all, will ensure that the possihle ways of putting a problem, and 
also the attempted solutions arising from dies, will not be infinite 
in numbé?, and that there will be a certain point in respect of 
which they are commensurable. What we have to do is precisely 
to track down this» point of comparison. As long as it is not mere 


v chance that the individual theories of knowledge have a common 
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name it ought, to be possible, however divergent they may bein e 


detail, to consider their divergencies af the ramificationfof a com- 
mon path they all take at the start. ig 
Sinee epistemology is a theðretical diseipline proceeding by way 
of construction, and as a discipline of this character possesses a 
continuity logically following from the nature of the problems 
with which it deals, the quest for such a typology should not, jn 
principle, be a hopeless enterprise. $ 
Now if the various epistemologies were monadic wholes con- 
sisting of individual motifs, no typology could be developed—even 
if a perfectly close, organic union of the various motifs were 
achieved within any one individual theory. It would be quite im- 
«possible, for instance, to work out a typology in this sense for all 
the lyrical poems, or plays, that are possible. Their constituent 
elements are motifs which, though their individual histories can be 
traced, do not lend themselves to an adequate historical’presenta- 
tion in terms of a series of partial solutions to a pétsistent historical 
problem, and on this count a typology must be doomed to failure. 
Even in the province of epistemology the plan to work out a typo- 
logy does not involve a presumption to compute every detail of 
all theories of knowledge realized so far and those still to be 
realized. That would be a sheer absurdity—seeing that epistemo- 
logy, like any other work realized in the course of history, is con- 
tingent upon a multitude of factors (motives and points of view 
originating with the age and with the individual thinker) which 
can never be amenable to a systematic analysis. What should be 
possible—as long as it is agreed that, in spite of all discrepancies, 
there is an underlying unity of approach and systematization 
to all these attempts—is to throw into relief those moments in 
respect of which the solutions are still commensurable and on this 
showing to group the possible attempts, to order them and so to 
lay the foundations for a typology whith conceives of the various 
solations within the same field as referring to a unitary problem. 
If the various possible ways are here-e-quite deliberately—put on 
the same footing, that does not amount to an acceptance of rela- 
tivism but is merely a consequence of the task the analyst of 
structure has se himself. He must—on peril of becoming an 
epistemologist—keep aloof from the mternal differences between 
these theories and focus on the formal conditions, and their locus, 
in which these various conceivablesways become possible. 
In the last passages we used expressions like ‘possible ways’, 
‘possilftes(attempted) solutions’; this needs to be elaborated. 
The terms are quite familiar in a philgsophical discussion. Once © 
a problem has been put and we believe we have found the correct 
answer, we go pver the previous attempts at a solution, considering ® 
E.8.—3e , e 
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some to be meaningless and impossible, others as indeed possible 
though ‘tilis or that would be against it’. What is the logical reason 
for hesitating to decide between true and fglse—in philosophy 
above all—without first passing in review those solujions which are 
‘possible’? This, evidently: that the logical structure of the pro- 
blem concerned is such that its fundamental concepts permit. of a 
umber of different alternative solutions. In prinziple, no doubt, 


only one answer can be correct, but this will have to present itself 
initially as one ‘possibility’ among others, and it can assert itself 


over the others but gradually by adducing arguments in its own 
favour. That a system is ‘possible’, then, is no guarantee that its 
procedure and its solutions are absolutely right; ‘possibility’ 


means only that no absurdity is involved. Structural analysis,, 


then, is concerned merely with exploring these ‘possible’ solutions 
and the way they are founded in the logical structure of systema- 
tization. Our aim must be to demonstrate from the logical struc- 
ture of the epistemological systematization the point at least where 
a solution becomes a possible one. 

All this seems to suggest that the philosophical disciplines in 
general—and epistemology in particular—differ in structure from 
the special sciences. The fact that a philosophical typology is 
meaningful at least to a certain extent, that types of possibly’ sélu- 
tions can be anticipated, this alone goes to show what has long 
been suspected, that truth-seeking in philosophy proceeds in a 
different way from that followed in the special sciences. Let us 
cme the import of the idea of possible solutions from another 
angle. 

The historical structures of science and of art have already been 
appealed to once before, and it was then shown that the history 
of exact science can only be described fittingly as the quest for one 
possible truth; the postulation of such a unique possible truth 
shapes the history of sciente in such a way that, whenever a new 
solution is four.d, the old one is simply cast aside as erroneous and 
thereafter belongs to ‘mere’: history. 1 

In art, on the other hand, there is nothing like this kind of be- 
coming obsolete, When a work or art has once achieved aesthetic 
validity, that is, once it has become part of the artistic realm, it can 
only,be judged by its own intrinsic ‘idea’—it ‘refutes’ nothing and 
is not made obsolete by anything. (In this context, obsolescence 
can only have a sociological significance.) 

Viewed from these contrasting positions, the history of philo- 
sophy cannot be brought under the same heading withaither of 
these types—though it is decidedly closer to science than to art. 
Philosophy has in common with science, first of all, the character 

‘of being a theoretical pursuit, and,secondly, the fact that its 
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dominant congept is that of truth; that is, phildsophy can admit ¢ 
on principle paly one correct solutién of its problen, On the 
other hand, one tzait common to philosophy and art is that*a 
philosophical golutione even though it may be a failure, is never 
discarded into ‘mere’ history to the same extent as obsolete 
scientific solutions are. Something of the timeless glory accruing 
to a work of art clings also to abandoned philosophical solutions, 
provided that they can be recognized as ‘possible’ solutiorfs in the 
sense described above. . 

There is still another feature of the historical development of 
philosophy which cannot be overlooked—that is, the role played 
in it by the logical category of ‘problem’. It is quite striking what 
«stock we always take in the correct formulation of a problem, 
irrespective of the truth or falsity of the subsequent solution. 
Problems, in fact, have their proper home in philosophy. If in the 
history of art we speak of the ‘solution’ of an artistic ‘problem’, 
this way of talking, though it may be justified ahd instructive in 
isolated cases, is always artificial and fictitious. Art in its concrete 
reality simply does not develop as a solution to various problems 
of representation—although from a theoretical point of view it 
may be considered as such, In contrast, the problems which come 
up“if®an historical survey of philosophy are the very stuff of 
philosophy itself. 

It might perhaps be shown that the special sciences, as long as 
they deal with their own topics and do not transcend their proper 
fields, are always concerned only with answerable ‘questions’ (no 
matter how complicated the answers might be), rather than with 
‘problems’ properly so called. Ifa real ‘problem’ does come up in a 
special science, it always has to do with marginal methodological 
aspects of that science—with a difficulty of procedure which 
makes the investigator stop and reflect. And that already amounts 
to philosophy: the philosophy of the scitnce concerned. 

®ne of the most fascinating logical inquiriesewould be the 
examination of the logical structure of problems, and of the differ- 
ence between An A and questions. Ultimately the structure 
of a problem can only be understood from the structure of the 
entire systematigation—and it may well be that the present 
discussion will incidentally proyide a few clues to this topic as 
well. . 

It has now been shown that the structures of; the historical 
development of the various disciplines differ among themselves, 
and thwespecially that of philosophy differs from the rest. These 
differences of structure stem from thg different relations the © 
various disciplines bear to their object. Because there is no denyjng 
that there can, be but a single truth, that accordingly foreany,® 
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question in any ñeld only one solution can be corregt apd that the 
history of thought is only the road, through errorsand confusion, 
td truth, from this indisputable postulate it does not follow that 
the shape of this path must always*be thessame. And so there is 
a constant need not only to investigate into the structure of the 
timeless sphere of validity as such, but also to get somehow to 
understand the particular shape of the historical process which 
leads up to that sphere. = 


3. THE MAKE-UP OF HISTORY AND THE IDEA OF A SYSTEM 


This discussion is designed to serve the logical purpose (for its 
own sake) which was set out at the very beginning: to lay bare the- 
logical structure, conceived unhistorically, of a selected discipline; 
but for all that it may be admissible at least to indicate, as a sort 
of by-product, the applicability of such a typology (which, how- 
ever, will only ‘be touched upon in outline, not developed in 
detail). Typologies of all kinds! have been attempted of late ; as a 
rule they are conceived in a-temporal terms, but are nevertheless 
valuable for the understanding of the historical development of 
the discipline for which they are designed. It is not necessary here 
to decide whether an a priori typology is always possifile, or 
whether there are certain fields where only empirical typologies 
would seem practicable. We shall also pass over the question 
whether a typology, however empirical, may not inevitably in- 
clude elements a priori; in any case, we are aware of the fact that 
typology means something different in theoretical and in non- 
theoretical fields. We shall inquire into just one question: What 
does typology contribute to history? What can a typology of 
epistemology in particular do towards our understanding of 
epistemological problems in their historical aspect? For one thing 
it can separate the nonthistorical elements from the purely 
historical ones*Every individual work in its actual historical form, 
e.g. any particular epistemclogy, contains elemerits which can be 
explained only with reference to the individual personality of the 

hilosopher concerned, and others which can be interpreted only 
in terms of the structure of the mentality of the age in question. 
Now. the more completely we suceeed in identifying those features 


1 Cf. Wilhelm Dilthey, ‘Die Typen dev Weltanschauung und ihre Ausbild inden 
metaphysischen Systemen’, Publ. in the collection Weltanschaaang, ed. Max, Frischeisen- 
Köiiler; Befut., 1911. Further Kultur der Gegenwart, pt. 1, sect. VI, PP. 4572. (An 


excellent recent account in English of this typological enterprise is H; lod 
Withelm Dilthey: An Jaredadins, Kiga Paul, oes ~ Ed.) . vat 


Max Weber, Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Religionssoziologie, vol. 1, Tabingen, 1920. In 
particular pp. 536-73, containing a typology of asceticism and mysticism. 
Kafi Jaspers, Pagi der Weltanschammgen, Berlin, 1919. i 
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of the epistemological systems which stem from the nature of the 
problem, frora¢the persistent, timeless task itself, the easier it will 
be to distinguish those features which, if present, have to be 
explained differently. Where* the principle of sufficient reason is 
at a loss, we have to rely on merely causal, and at bottom real 
factors in order to explain the actual historic form of a given work. 
The more strihgent, the more rational the structure of the 
systematization to which the work belongs, the less effecti¥ely will 
real causes enter into the explanation of its genesis, and eonversely: 
the more possibilities appear compatible with the structure, the 
greater the scope of historical causation. 
Yet even in domains of supreme precision, where every step 
«is rationally determined and the type of merely ‘possible’ solution 
does not occur at all, there still remains one question which calls 
for an historical explanation: the question why this task, this 
particular problem, has been set at all. Supposing it could be 
shown for the province of epistemology that so and so many ways 
of putting the problem are possible, that such and such solutions 
would make sense, we should still need an historical explanation 
for the fact that the epistemology of one particular age is more 
mejaphysical in nature, while that of another is more logical or 
psychological; that a subjectivist tendency prevails at one time 
and an objectivist trend at another (cf. below, p. 49). This circum- 
stance will always afford the grounds for a causal explanation of 
the actual ascendancy at a given time of just this a priori possible 
type. Why and when exactly solutions of a certain kind will pre- 
dominate can only be explained historically. Yet the possibility a 
priori, still less the positive or negative truth-value, of the type in 
question can never be demonstrated by an historical causal ex- 
planation—and that is its limitation. The former can only be 
decided by an immanent analysis of structure (i.e. one devoid 
of explanations from historical causes) “the latter by an immediate 
in®estigation of the content as such (in the case of epistemology, 
for example, ofily, by an epistemological examination, not by a 
logical analysis of structure). 3 
The historical interpretation of a meaningful whole is a possible 
and necessary task, but all too often the mistake is made of trying 
to explain the meaning itselfe with® reference to the temporal 
features of the works in question—with reference to empirical, 
real factors. If we seek to validate of invalidate meanings by means 
of such factors, we shall inescapably fall into relativism. The 
temporal as such contains only tHe conditions for the realization 
of the meanings, but not the meanings.themselves; they can only” 
be represented by means of a structural anålysis. The analytic 
of structure in combination with the philosophy of history cay 
. ° e 
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significantly ask” how the „timeless can become stemporal: the 
ancient problem of contingency. i o, 

"One might in fact put the questions: if it is essential to presup- 
pose for the theoretical disciplines & non-tempora} form a priori, 
what function must then be ascribed to the temporally conditioned 
factors in the process by which this external verity becomes 
agtual? What is the significance of the temporal for the non- 


temporal? That is roughly the way in which Hegel would have . 


put the problem; his approach is grounded in metaphysics and the 
philosophy of history. We, however, shall confine ourselves to the 
logical aspect of the problem, as it presents itself to the structural 


analyst; and what we have to say from this point of view is 


this: 

Not every idea which is ‘possible’ in se is ‘possible’, that is, 
capable of being realized, at no matter what time; so much is 
certain already because it is of the essence of the theoretical that 
no question can ‘be asked if it has not been reached by a definite 
route, (This is true even of emotional experiences, even though, 
in their case, the various hierarchical stages are not rationally 
determined: for instance, an emotional feeling tone of ‘decadent’ 
character is impossible in a primitive civilization.) It should, be 
determinable in principle (though in practice only with a figher 
or lower degree of approximation) what ideas are possible in a 
certain epoch (much as the history of art ascertains that only such 
and such a treatment of the medium, this or that conception of 
space, etc., was possible in a given period). 

An inquiry on this basis could be expected to reveal a certain 
connection obtaining between different branches of philosophy, 
as well as between different theoretical sciences and also between 
different non-theoretical fields of creative activity. This connection 
may be designated as ‘historico-philosophical contemporaneity’ ; 
we mean by this term a certain structural affinity between various 
cultural maniféstations of an epoch. 7 

Thus, it seems plausible tù assume a definite affinity between a 
type of ontology (metaphysics) and a type of epistemology, and 
we shall try to indicate the point in the structure of epistemology 
where such a contact with other disciplines maybe achieved (cf. 
below, É 49, footnote). It eed hardly be stressed, on the other 
hand, that the metaphysics of an age is intimately related to its 
general attitude. Thus, it is ‘possible to show, at least for the 
principal branches of philosophy, that the ‘historico-philosophi- 
cally contemporancous’ works’ of various disciplines show struc- 
tural parallelism and that, in addition, the various contemporane- 
ous, fields of culturé could be somehow co-ordinated. Admittedly, 
the more the a-temporal systematizations of the» various fields 
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differ, the more difficult it will be to establish a cfear-cut temporal 

parallelism. .¢ ‘3 
The main point én all this is that it is perfectly possible to viéw 
cultural manifestations historfally without plunging into historical 
relativism. To say that a certain creation of the mind can be 
explained with reference to its period is far from involving a 
relativistic starfd as to its validity. Historical factors cerca 
€ 


. only the materialization of the mental content in question. T 


mere fact that history brings to light various types ofesystems of 
thought (and among them theories of knowledge) by no means 

entails an historicist, relativist philosophy of truth. The process 

can still be conceived as a quest, as a necessary, roundabout way 

to the only correct solution, where history and the individual 

thinkers avill appear as the concrete vehicles for the various view- 

points ‘possible’ for timeless Reason as such. In such a conception 

the temporally contingent factors (whose historically determined 

interconnections can always be studied anew) 4re no more than 

the occasion for an a priori possible view to become realized. ` 
History, then, is not a lawless process where everything depends 

entirely on temporally determined factors; on the contrary, the 

variqus creations of the mind are grounded in timeless rules which 

admit only a limited number of possible solutions among which a 

comparison is feasible, if not right away, then at least on principle. 

Thus it seems that history is not just a flux, but a directed flow 

towards some ultimate goal. 

It follows from this that if we want to give a comprehensive 
explanation of any creative work, we have to specify, on the one 
hand, its genetic cause, i.e. its historical connections and affinities, 
and on the other, its systematic origin, i.e. its basis in the timeless 
systematization of the field to which it belongs. 

But that is by the way; the historical application of structural 
analysis has only been touched upon*in order to round out the 
pitture. Our main interest, however, must remaiwfocused on our 
logical theme-*the idea of a logic ofphilosophy, restricted in the 
present case to the structural analysis of epistemology. 

The reason why our age is so deeply engrossed in the historical 
aspects of everyeissue is that the philosophical task of the present 
time is to work out the solution of tfe problem of historicity and 
timeless validity. In solving this task, however, we must never lose 
sight of the enormous tension that prevails between the doctrine 
of a timeless validity and the simultaneous awareness ghat eyery 
creative work is fast rooted in its age. e 

Contemporary thought is determined by two fundamental cur? 
rents which are prima facie mutually contradictory. On the one 
hand, there isthe gradual and laborious ascent from relativism to 
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the doctrine of” absolute truth, finding its most sophisticated 
expression in the present-day philosophy of validity (Geltungs- 
philosophie); on the other hand, our historical perspective becomes 
ever wider, and, what is»still more*important, weshave a wholly 
unprecedented faculty of transporting ourselves into every 
historical epoch, and of understanding and justifying its achieve- 

ents from its own viewpoint. On the one hard, there is the 
insight that the very meaning of theory implies that there can only 
be a single truth; on the other, there is the recognition that any- 
thing subject to the process of becoming demands to be compre- 
hended in terms of time, and that we ourselves are ultimately 
part of the historical process and shall have to look upon ourselves 
as historical beings.! Here the knowledge of a supra-historical 
sphere; and there, historical consciousness; here the .Bolzano- 
Kantian doctrine, recognized as justified; there—to mention two 
representative ‘ideal types’—the dynamic experience of Hegel and 
Dilthey. There i$ a threatening rift between the realm of validity 
and the temporal process. The doctrine of pure validity, admitting 
nothing save eternal truth, is forced to look on the entire historical 
process, in so far as it has not hit on the sole correct solution, as a 
string of errors: historicism, on the other hand, flounders help- 
lessly as soon as it treats all historical solutions as equivalerft, and 


1 This latter conception would finally lead to the postulation of a ‘dynamic’ logic 
according to which not only the matter of history but also the categories by which it is 
grasped are subject to change and evolution. From which it would follow—in concrete 
application—that the present analysis of structure would also have turned out differ- 
Sey, had it been attempted at a different time. That way in fact be true, except for 
the few postulates which provide the logical backbone for the evolution of any theory ; 
and we are altogether receptive to a doctrine that tries hard to do juitionanaybe 
even more than justice—to the meaning of history. Yet, we believe that such a doctrine 
is bound to become entangled in difficulties which are roughly the same as beset 
straight historicism owing to the relativism to which it necessarily leads, The indubit- 
able fact that everything in history is subject to change must not be carried over into 
the realm of meaning and validity ; by doing so, we should unwittingly controvert our 
own assertions, Itenay be the case that at a given time certain truths were not yot or 
no longer recognized ; yet, the truths as such have neither beginning nor end. It may 


be the case that men will not alwafs seek the truth, and that they have not always 
cultivated and will not always cultivate epistemology (and also that much of what we 


today regard as epistemology was something quite different at one time)—but as long 
as we do engage in epistemology, we are necessarily committed to certain a priori 
principles, In every sp of creative activity, theoretical as well as non-theoretical, 
the elements are connected accordiag to a law peculiar to the sphere. We may not 
changè these laws; the only freedom we have is to enter the sphere or remain outside. 
Nobody compels us to think or to engage in artistic activity ; but if we elect to do so, it 
must be in strict conformity with the staucture of the field in question. 
This essay of mine is an attempt to do justice to the historica process on the basis of 
staile logic Psach an effort must eventually, owing to its structure, culminate in a 
. Eren though a structural analysis should turn out differently if it were carried 
out by a better thinker or at another age, it is true for this, as for all theoretical works, 
that one solution alone oan be the right one, But even if the present study should fail 
to ley bare the ultimately valid categories, the discovery of its erroneousness would 
implycthe possibility of a correct solution, ° 3 


pare cen a 


x 
. e l 
e STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF EPISTEMOLOGY te 

allows the gotipn of validity to lapse.,If we are to avoid equally 
the dangers of¢gidity, of an abstract philosophy of value, and the 
dangers of wayward flexibility, of historicism, the problem of con- 
tingency will need toebe restated in t#rms appropriate to the 
present stage of thinking. 

All this, however, is merely mentioned in passing, so as to 
indicate the widtr problems linked up with these questions. —e 

In conclusion, the limitations of such a structural andlysis of 
epistemology should be indicated. It does not purport to be an 
epistemology of epistemology, but simply a logic thereof. As such 
it is in no position to take up arms for or against a specific epistemo- 
logy, or even for epistemology in general. For such a purpose it 
‘would have to employ epistemological postulates in its own 
inquiries,, and would consequently itself become epistemology 
rather than logic.! As compared with a pure logic of epistemology 
—which we intend our analysis to be—a study of the kind men- 
tioned would be a particular type of epistemology which our 
typology would have to classify as a possible case. 


SECTION 2 


* © The Structural Analysis of Epistemology 


I, WHAT IS REQUIRED OF A STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF EPISTEMOLOGY 


We now propose to summarize briefly those results of the fore- 
going analysis which can be turned to profit in the following con- 
crete typological survey. 

As hitherto, we shall mean by structural analysis of a theoretical 
discipline a logical investigation, primarily dealing with the syste- 
matization of the discipline in question and seeking to interpret 
all other components of the discipline iff terms of the systematiza- 
tiom In other words, the individual logical entities will not be 
torn from the organic whole of the total framework and examined 
in isolation, but will be preserved in the context from which their 
meaning derives, and understood with reference to this. Thus, 
the highest logical form will serve to make subordinate forms 
comprehensible; the meaning of the highest form, in turn, will 
be made clear by concentrating on the omnipresence of the syste- 
matization, as shown by the fact that all elementary logical 
entities involve a reference to the whole. a . 

We shall attempt to review all‘important types of epistemo- 


1 An epistemology of this type—which has not even emerged in history so far—will 
be discussed in the course of our structural analysis (cf. below, p. 70, footnote 3), It 


would be an epistemology that takes for its ancillary discipline the analytic of strugflire = 
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as a special kind of ¢ogic, 
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logical thought from this point of view; for this, howevgr, we have 
to discover the inner motor, the dynamic prinviple of episte- 
mology, i.e. the force which in this disciplinesdrives the mind on 
from one question to the’next. This‘principle would give the clear- 
est indication of what our discipline is about, and also of the reason 
why it is just this or that science which epistemology uses as an 
ancillary discipline. Once the ancillaries and the original stock 
of the discipline are sharply distinguished, we shall be able to 
point out the specific nature and correlatedness of the concepts 
proper to the field, as distinct from the concepts borrowed from 
other sciences. We shall then go on to examine the possible ways 
of formulating the problem of epistemology and note the logical 
correlation between a certain formulation of the problem and 
the solution it makes possible, Finally we must apply the analytic 
of structure to the problem of valuation; and at this stage we 
shall inquire whether we meet again in valuation the same 
principles of construction we had previously observed. Once we 
have brought all these particular questions under the common 
denominator of one and the same systematization, the particular 
-nature of epistemology will confront us with a still greater task. 
All solutions of the epistemological problem have the form of a 
system; hence, the structural analysis in this field will 6nly be 
complete if it succeeds in deducing the a priori possibility of the 
diverse epistemological systems from the epistemological systema- 
tization as such. 

In detail this requires an investigation of how the individual 
systems, even though they are so very different, can still belong to 
a continuity of thought; and on the other hand, an explanation 
how it is possible that a more or less uniform way of setting out 
the problem can yet allow of different answers, of a determinable 
number of possible solutions. Where—we must ask—is the point 
at which, no matter how rigorously and uniformly we define the 
problem, ways to the solution fan out in different directfons, 
and what is the principle which determines in ad¥ance the number 
and kind of possible answers? 

Thus, the structural analysis of epistemology involves a wider 
problem, pertaining to the analytic of systems aysuch, and bearing 
a dual aspect: how is it possiblz, on the one hand, that a single 
question, concerning a single topic—the problem of knowledge— 
can be solved in different ways, all equally justifiable in a certain 
stnse? ond on the other hand, that, although in the course of 
history there have been so many different ways of approach, such 
infinitely variable premises, the various types of solution are yet 
fipite in number dnd display certain similarities, so that a typology 

, of €pistemological solutions can be set up? 2 
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Both the unity which underlies epigtemological thinking, and 
the distinguishing principle which is the condition for 
variety of individual systems, result from the logical structure of 
epistemologicak thought. As we shall see? the nature of epistemo- 
logical concept formation explains a great deal in itself; every 
formulation of the epistemological problem entails certain indis- 
soluble concept forrelations, the possible resolutions of which are 
logically limited and prejudge the lines along which a solution can 
be sought. So much for concept formation; in additiorf to it the 
whole logical structure of epistemological thinking must be 
brought to light if we want to understand the reasons for the uni- 
formity of the systematization of epistemology as well as the a 
priori grounds for the differences among the various epistemo- 
logical systems. 

That a variety of epistemological systems is possible can be 
deduced a priori from the characteristic structure of,epistemological 
systematization which commits us in a certain way but does not 
determine our conclusions in a unique fashion. 

Evidently a structural analysis thus defined must ultimately 
(as hinted before) aim at a typology to show up the affinities and 
interrelations among the individual systems of epistemology (not 
in the historical interplay but as consequent upon their struc- 
ture), and to demonstrate at the same time that every historically 
realized type can be described as one of the a priori possible solu- 
tions to one perennial problem. 

On this account the analysis of the systematic structure of the 
sciences is a task of logic. While general logic explores the most 
general forms of thought and accordingly seeks to evolve a general 
axiomatic system, the analytic of structure keeps closer to actual 
thinking and seeks to explore the special axioms underlying one 
particular discipline. 

Thus it is not only the most general logical laws which are not 
furtRer deducible, but the various sciences, too, hve their own 
constitutive logital principles, which are incapable of further 
logical analysis. ie 

In this paper, we propose only to outline the procedure to 
be followed by the structural analysis of epistemology so defined; 
many details will not be elaborated, s6 as to avoid obscuringehe 


main problem. 
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2. THE NATURE OF THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL PROBLEM, “AND THE 
POSSIBLE WAYS TO A SOLUTION 


The nature of epistemological systematization will only stawd 


fully revealed if our efforts tan discover in the epistemological o 
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process Qf thought a tendency not found anywhere else, and 
characterizing epistemology in a more profound fashion than the 
epistemological problem as such does. If we tried to define 
epistemology—as we wëll might—in terfhs of tke problems it 
is dealing with, such as: what is knowledge? is it valuable? does 
it reach its goal?—then we should undoubtedly have reduced all 
theories of knowledge to a common problem; but the essence of 
epistemology would be determined only in terms of content. 
Structural analysis, however, cannot limit itself to a discussion of 
the content of scientific statements, and the essence of epistemology 
is not exhausted by an identity of content; on the contrary, episte- 
mology achieves the status of a theory entirely sui generis only 
because it answers a primitive question in a peculiar way not met 
with in any other science. . 

All other sciences reply to the question: what is this? by fitting 
the designated ,element into a context, into an ‘order’, without 
bothering to make a special study of this context as a whole. In 
contrast, epistemology would determine the nature and value of 
its object, i.e. knowledge, by looking into the connections that 
are presupposed in every cognition without being explicitly dis- 
cussed, What is common to all theories of knowledge, in a,word, 
is that they transform the question about the nature of knowledge 
into a question about the presuppositions of knowledge—and they 
are by no means all agreed, it must be stated at once, that these 
are logical presuppositions. 

Questions about the nature of these ultimate presuppositions, 
and their actual solution from case to case, already fall within 
the province of individual epistemologies, but the characteristic 
that they search for ultimate presuppositions as such is common 
to all. Nor is it the only common trait: each epistemology would 
itself like to be without any presupposition while inquiring into 
the presuppositions of all and every kind of knowledge. 

Epistemological thinking unfailingly reaches a point in” the 
course of its innes develofiment where its task “of exploring the 
ultimate presuppositions confronts it with the necessity of doing 
entirely without presuppositions. This aspiration may be explained 
from the paradoxical situation into which epistemology is forced 
by is particular task; while epistemology seeks to explore and assess 
the presuppositions of any possible kind of knowledge, it represents 
itself'a type of knowledge, and’as such it makes use of precisely those 
Very préstppositions whose nature and valucitisstriving to ascertain. 

It will quite understandably make every effort to get round such 
a petitio principii, and to avoid prejudging in the course of its 
inquiries that very point which is under discussion, i.e. what 
comnidon is and what value it has. This exphains why every 
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epistemology sgeks to achieve the ideal of présupposition-free 
knowledge. Whether it is indeed possible to think without pre- 
supposing anything, and how epistemology can get over this self- 
imposed difficulty, does not @oncern us*here. But this much is 
certain: it is typical of all theories of knowledge that their search 
for ultimate pre-conditions is inseparably linked up with a pre- 
tension to be without presuppositions—a fact which engendew 
a peculiar dialectical movement in the history of pear a 
often resulting in an infinite regress and a stalemate. * 

But this peculiar disposition is not the only moment which 
singles out epistemology from all other spheres of thought; the very 
task it sets itself, the quest for ultimate presuppositions, appears 
out of tune with the usual object-oriented procedure of everyday 
as well as scientific thinking. Hence, a short discussion of the possi- 
bility of such an unusual orientation of thinking may be in order. 

The quest for the ultimate presuppositions of knowledge de- 
pends upon a peculiar quality of mind which might be called the 
power of ‘choice of reference’. 

What this power is may be understood by imagining a type of 
mind which is able to ascend to higher and higher levels of 
knowledge, passing through whole chains of logical connections, 
but which differs from the human mind in that it cannot get away 
from the ‘natural’ approach, directed entirely at the objects as 
such, To such a mind the universe would present itself as a 
uniquely determined context where everything has its proper 
place—it would then be literally inconceivable that anything 
might perhaps be different. The trend of thought can only lead 
from one thing to another; and in such a petrified world there 
would be nothing to show that knowing is an activity of a special 
kind. With knowledge concentrated in this way on things, the 
very possibility of a theory of knowledge would be unthinkable. 

Epistemology only becomes possible because we are able now 
and%gain to get away from thinking about things and®an, if we like, 
turn our attenticn reflectively upon the act of kgowing itself. 

Because of this ae choice of reference, wẹ can see not only 
that things stand in interconnection, but that this their connected- 
ness can itself be @bjectified as something apart from the things 
themselves, thus becoming an object of cognition in its own right. 
In fact if we want to define the ‘choice of reference’ in purely 
logical terms, free from any psycholegical flavour, we may formu- 
late it as follows: the presuppositions of knowledge are always capable 
of becoming objects of knowledge in theif turn, ‘ 

The most significant types of this free choice of reference are 
Cartesian doubt (de omnibus dubitandum) and the Kantian trags- 
cendental question (how is experience possible?). . 
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Both Gartesian doubt and Kantian transcendentalism display 
a common feature, an èroyń, i.e. a type of suspension of the 
validity of a judgment which cannot be elassified under the 
familiar headings of affirmation; negation or interrogation. 
Cartesian doubt is not tantamount to the negation of a thesis, 
since it involves no affirmation of a counter-thesis,! any more 
than 4 limitation of the thesis itself. It cannot be identified with 
the interrogative form either, because recent research has shown 
that a question expresses ignorance merely of the final decision 
within the frame of an already apprehended context; Cartesian 
doubt, on the other hand, knows and maintains both the question 
asked and the decision passed; it does not seek to modify either; 
all it tries to do is to introduce a novel kind of evidence in validat- 
ing the judgment. Up to this point the Kantian approach is wholly 
in line with Cartesian doubt; the correspondence lies above all 
in the refusal to deny the findings of science; their validity is 
merely suspended by the raising of a new kind of question: 
may not the states of things as apprehended within science point 
to something else as their grounds, something that science as such 
cannot examine or explain? Let us take a physical sentence, such 
as ‘a is caused by b’. Here, the transcendental question, is, not 
concerned with this correlation between a and b, but “merely 
with something tacitly implied in the sentence, something with- 
out which the sentence could not be valid, that is, with the 
principle of causality. The Kantian type of epistemology restricts 
its own problems of validation to implications of this. kind, arti- 
ficially isolated from any other type of question. Here, in fact, 
cognition, by virtue of a novel choice of reference, has its own 
presuppositions rather than a mere state of things as its object. 

If cognition of things is immanent knowledge, then the other 
type of cognition, which is aimed not so much at the content of 
propositions as at their implicit presuppositions, should be termed 
transcendental.” Transcendental presuppositions can never’ be 
discovered by seeking mere immanent knowlege. 

The investigation of ultimate presuppositions in the manner 
described constitutes a method exclusive to epistemology. This 
kind of approach is inevitably barred to every other science, since, 
after all, sciences are concerned with their objects alone rather 
than with the principles by virtue of which they attain cognition. 

As we are not concerned with Kantian epistemology as such but 
propose to characterize the method of epistemology in general, 
we must beware of defining the transcendental method in too 
narrowly Kantian terms. It would amount to a too narrowly 


3Cf. E. Husserl, Ideas: General Introduction to Pure Phenomenolo, 8 
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Kantian definition of the transcendegtal method if we insisted 
that the transgendental validation of any finding of science not 
only has to transcend the field of the objects of that science but 
also to invoke an undertying pfinciple of transcendental subjectivity. 
From the point of view of structural analysis, the fact that Kant 
solved the transcendental problem in terms of subjectivity— 
that his answer to the question, ‘how are synthetic a priori judge 
ments possible’, involved the spontaneity of a transcendental 
consciousness—this fact is mere chance, just one man’s way of 
solving the problem of epistemology. What is inextricably bound 
up with the nature and destiny of epistemology as such is merely 
general principle, namely, that the immanence of knowledge 
must be transcended somehow; Kant merely provided the most 
pointed formulation of this principle. 

We have to differentiate between epistemological method in 
general, and the specific form given it by Kant, in yet another 
respect. In addition to the thesis of transcendental subjectivity, 
there is another specifically Kantian thesis which epistemology 
in general need not adopt, namely, that the ultimate presupposi- 
tions of knowledge are logical in nature. One glance at the 
history of epistemology is sufficient to realize that one may assume 
—n0o fatter with how much justification—that the ultimate pre- 
suppositions of knowledge are psychological or ontological, and 
still remain within the field of epistemology. The method as such 
remains the same, even if conclusions as such differ; and con- 
sidered from this angle, the strictest Kantian method has much in 
common with a genetic (e.g. psychologistic) method, inasmuch 
as they both seek to transcend—each in its own way—the imman- 
ent framework in its entirety. Accordingly we shall find that the 
principle of epistemological method can best be stated by taking 
the widest formulation of the transcendental approach as follows: 
epistemology is looking for all ultimate ‘presuppositions by virtue 
of which cognition as such is possible; and in additioff, by a separ- 
ate effort, it alse strives to determine the valug of these ultimate 
presuppositions. 

It follows that epistemology has two formally distinguishable 
objectives: (1) togascertain the ultimate presuppositions of any 
possible knowledge, and (2) to evalu&te the cognitive achieve- 
ment as such, on the basis of the evaluation of the presupposi- 
tions underlying it. The theory of knowledge thus presents itself 
as having both an analytical and an evaluative tendeneys e 

Now at last it is manifest why epistemology can indeed deter- 
mine the direction in which its task points, but is incapable of 
accomplishing this task on its own without calling in some ap- 
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epistemological analysis; epistemology always makes use of the 
concrete analyses of logic, psychology or ontology, and adapts 
them to its own purposes. And according to. whether an episte- 
mology defines the ultimate presuppositions of) knowledge as 
logical, psychological or ontological—thus opting for one of these 
sciences as its ancillary—we shall say that it belongs to one or 
the other of the three principal types of epistemology. 


3. THE FUNDAMENTAL DISCIPLINES FOR THE THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 
(The Priority Contest) 


What the ancillaries contribute towards solving the problem of 
knowledge is therefore no accidental matter but a decisive ele- 
ment in the development of the epistemological system concerned. 
Although the theory of knowledge represents an entirely new 
point of view, a novel approach, within the range of scientific 
research, it cannot solve its problem or furnish the analysis re- 
quired for a solution without relying on one of the ancillaries; 
and on that count these disciplines ought to be called fundamental 
rather than ancillary. oes 

The first step must obviously be to discover some cfiterion 
by which a discipline may be judged as able to fulfil such a func- 
tion. Since epistemology calls upon its fundamental sciences 
in order to find an answer to the question: ‘What are the ultimate 
requirements for all possible knowledge?’, these disciplines must 
at any rate possess a certain degree of universality. 

If this need of epistemology can in fact be supplied, it is thanks 
to the existence of some systematizations which may be described 
from a certain viewpoint as universal, and which therefore may 
be considered as the primary systematizations. These are the 
systematizations we have indicated before: those of logic, of 
psychology, and of ontology. Q 

Their universality consists in that they are capable of encom- 
passing ‘anything that exists’ by creating a certain abstract frame- 
work. Under the aspect of psychology everything is ‘experience’, 
in the light of logic all is ‘meaning’, and for oatology everything 
appears as ‘being’ in the Same fashion. (In how far this specific 
homogeneity of reference is justified in the respective universal 
systematizations must here be deliberately left open.') As soon 
Kiai veld Nave vo elec, ie Paaa ta view is SAri CAM. WE on 
the other hand, have to limit ourselves to a discussion of the ‘possibility’ of these view- 
points, and of its grourds. They cannot all be true at a time, Ear eevertiadens all three 
may be ‘possible’ as significant points of view. The grounds of these possibilities are to 
be*fdund in the universal scope of every one ofthese systematizctions. 
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as an object is subsumed under one of these systematizations, it 
distinctive feaysres disappear; everything is brought to a common 
denominator, as it were, and it is this which monopolizes attention. 
Which one of the three fundatnental distiplines is selected as the 
one whose material provides a specific epistemology with its basic 
presuppositions, that varies in accordance with the varying philo- 
sophical ‘slant’ ðf the different epochs.! e 

There are three ways of putting the unitary problem of'episte- 
mology (that of the ultimate presuppositions of knowledge). We 
can ask: how does knowledge come about? (1. the genetic 
approach); or again: the validity of what principles is the basis 
upon which all knowledge is founded and which is presupposed 
by all scientific propositions, implicitly if not explicitly? in other 
words, what principles are implied as valid whenever we make a 
theoretical statement? (2. the validity approach). 

Either approach can be called a direct one, because both deal 
directly with knowledge as such, seeking to explore its genetic 
or logical foundations. As distinct from these, the third approach 
would have to be designated as indirect because, impelled by the 
inner dialectic of the priority contest (which will be dealt with 
right away), it would seek to ascertain the ultimate presup- 
positiðħs by first developing a comprehensive theory of primary 
systematizations as a means to determine the region where know- 
ledge has to be grounded (3. the approach through primary 
systematizations). Which approach is chosen determines in ad- 
vance which of the above systematizations is to serve as funda- 
mental discipline for the ensuing theory of knowledge. 

The genetic approach leads to solutions of the kind known as 
‘psychologism’, but it can also end up with a naive ontological type 
of epistemology. In contrast, the validity approach must unfail- 
ingly lead to epistemologies of a logical character. _ i 

The question through what approath the genuine ‘ultimate 
prestippositions of knowledge’ can be reached m&t be settled 
before one embarks upon working outea definite epistemology. At 
the stage where we argue about the question whether the ultimate 
presuppositions of knowledge are psychological, logical or onto- 
logical, we are engaged in a discussion which may be called the 
‘priority contest’ among these discipfines. This dispute reveals 
most clearly the hopeless and yet unremitting aspirations of all 
epistemology to do without preseppositions. The* problem of 
priority simply cannot arise within the various scienges“whieh 

1 This would be the place for a philosophico-historical ‘explanation’ of the kind 


referred to in pt. 1 (cf. above, pp. 41 ff.), why a definite theory of knowledge selects 
precisely this or that one of the possible fundamental sciences, This is also the point 
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may serve as funidamental,disciplines; since, being ans‘intersyste- 
matic’ problem, it overlaps the primary systematizations of these 
stiences, it must be recognized as a specifically epistemological 
problem.! 3 si r 

Priority for psychology is assured, according to the psychologistic 
theory of knowledge, on the argument that everything the sciences 
can talk about is originally given in the form of experience. From 
which it would follow that the fountain-head of all knowledge 
can be reached (genetic approach!) by going back a stage beyond 
the matters of fact we know to that mode in which knowledge 
initially arises for us, and on which alone we can draw, namely 
to experience. And because psychology is the science of experi- 
ence, we must admit it to be the fundamental, universal sciences 

Priority for logic is pleaded on the following counterclaim: 
granted that everything the sciences can talk about is first en- 
countered at the level of experience, it still is by no means proved 
that all we can know about this original experience is also given in 
experiential immediacy. And even assuming that all we know 
about experience belongs in the domain of psychology, surely 
the fact remains that psychology itself is a science and must as 
such ‘work out’ these ultimate pre-scientific data with logical 
means in order to make them intelligible. From which it would 
follow, rather, that the alleged ‘ultimate origin’, the irrational 
itself, is only to be reached by means of logic and, once it is 
reached, becomes transformed into something entirely logical. 
In a word, psychology is, like any other science, of logical 
structure. 

Priority for ontology, in turn, is urged on the ground that every- 
thing to be met with at all is an instance of ‘being’ in the most 
general sense. From this point of view, both experience and logical 
validity? also appear as modes of being. Whatever we are talking 
about, the reference is to some interrelated existents; hence, we 
should seek tò determine, before everything else, the possible 
“kinds of being and their possible interconnectious, The knowing 
subject is here itself taken for a component of Being; the general 
laws of Being as such contain and validate the special laws of 
Knowing. The logical connections are reinterprsted as ontological 
ones. A metaphysical systum is presupposed, and epistemology is 
worked out on its pattern. 

Epistemology based on ortology can again be of two types. 
There ere those epistemologies which remain this side of episte- 

_ mological doubt, failing or refusing to recognize that the only 

1 The intersystemati¢ character of epistemology will be discussed further in the 

el (cf. below, p. 71). 
, ĉ An example of such an ontological conceptién of validity would be Lask’s doctrine. 
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way in which Being can be given to ug is as a known Being (naive. 


metaphysics)..And on the other hand, there are those epistg- 
mologies which, although they have passed through epistemological 
doubt, nevertheless atimit that the vitimate elements of all 
knowledge can only be grasped in ontological terms. Although it 
is possible to get along for a time without identifying the ultimate 
elements as Beiitg, any theory of knowledge that is carried to it 
logical conclusion will have to reintroduce Being at some stage or 
other, because we cannot, in the last analysis, grasp theseultimates 
as ‘not Being’ or ‘beyond Being’. The difference between the two 
types is that the naive ontological theory posits the objects of 
knowledge as Being in the unmodified form as they are empirically 
given, whereas the latter theory of knowledge holds that the onto- 
logical constitution of the object is a matter of the ultimate 
elements. 

This type of epistemology can be contrasted with the former, 
naive theory as ‘ex-post ontological theory of knowledge’ because 
it can reach its conclusion only by way of refuting the arguments 
of ‘logicist’ epistemology; its doctrine is that the very nature 
of thinking entails the necessity of the ontological hypostasis, 
of me acceptance of the primary systematization of ontology. 

x-post ontological theory of knowledge is unmistakably the 
outcome of the third approach we mentioned above, the indirect 
one (cf. above, p. 49). It is, as we know, characteristic of this 
method that it does not aim directly at the ultimate presupposi- 
tions but prefers the indirect approach, i.e. it begins by exploring 
which one of all the possible postulates will finally stand revealed 
as an indispensable assumption. 

If we analyse this approach further, and ask in what sense 
the ontological postulate is indispensable, then it will at once 
become manifest that this postulate is indispensable in building 
up any epistemological system. Logic ĉan be developed without 
maling any ontological assumptions, but not “epistemology 
grounded in logtc;,the reason for this*is that the epistemological 
question at some point implies a reference to.Being, and that as 
soon as this reference is eliminated the epistemological problem 
itself will vanish. e 

This non-eliminability of the*ontofogical postulate in episte- 
mology is intimately bound up—as we shall show from another 
angle and in greater detail—with the correlation of the knower 
and the known, specific to epistemology. This correlation cannot 
be eliminated from epistemology" without suppressing episte- 
mology itself. And the correlation of the knower and the known 
cannot be maintained if they are not recognized as ‘being’ ina 
certain sense, * p b 
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So we see there is ngthing accidental aboyt the type of 
epistemology that starts with logic and ends up with an onto- 
logical postulate. Its indirect approach enables such a theory 
to become aware of the’ultimate basic axioms of every possible 
epistemology in general; it also compels the theory, on the other 
hand, to see in these axioms the ultimate presuppositions of all 
knowledge. For epistemology of this type, the tltimate presup- 
positions of knowledge itself would be none other than the in- 
dispensable postulates of epistemology.! 

The principal arguments advanced by the three, or rather 
four, types of epistemology in the priority contest can now be 
given in a progression of brief mottoes as follows:—all that is 
given is (exists)—however, everything is given, in the final 
analysis, as experience; but then, every experience, inasmuch as 
we are aware of it, is an experience known; and again,*the whole 
of it, experience as well as validity, is nothing but various types 
of Being. That these theses can all be asserted at the same 
time and in a way with the same justification is only possible 
because every one of the universal systematizations (psychology, 
logic, and ontology) makes visible in a recognizable, if modified 
and inadequate, form the basic fact underlying the other two to 
which it accords a new function within its own context; expétience 
can be looked upon as a kind of meaning, meaning as a mode of 
being, and both being and meaning can again be regarded as 
different experiences (the experience of logical convincingness or 
evidence, for instance, which is so important for judging, reappears 
in the logical systematization again as validity), All these systema- 
tizations are formally universal precisely because they can absorb 
no matter what object. And as soon as an element is incorporated 
in an alien system, the new function it assumes there will appear, 
from the viewpoint of the original systematization, as an arbitrary 
hypostasis (in the example just cited, timeless logical validity 
will appear, tom the point of view of psychology, as an unjusti- 
fiable hypostasis of the psychic feeling tone of evidence), 

Hypostasis will in fact have to be redefined in a wider sense 
than usual. Most writers only deal with ontological hypostasis, 

1 There can be no doubt but that this type of epistem»logy (whose historical 
realization has not yet emerged) would qmploy as its fundamental science just this 
le Ne beeen logical wo sey Ta systematizations, and anh oS 
such an analysis? The posibility of s such a theory of knowledge is supported by the 
fact thavas we have seen, logic is eminently fit to be a fundamental science for 
epistemology. Is there any reason why,a logic that is oriented on philosophical know- 
ledge no less than on knowledge of natural science should not become the fundamental 
discipline for epistemology? Whether such an episternology—which would have its 
own logic as basis—would in fact amount to a meta-critique of all epistemology in 


» §gelteral presents an exctedingly knotty problem. This is not the place to follow it up 
» since my object is deliberately confined to a logic of epistemology (cf. above, p. 4). 
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which is taken to mean that some elenéent, organically helonging 
in some other ¢stematization, is arbitrarily transplanted into the 
ontological sphere. it is, however, possible to hypostatize on other 
planes the onttlogical*one as" well; thug, validity, the basic fact 
of logic, appears from the psychological level, as shown, as the 
hypostasis of an experience. The term ought therefore to be de- 
fined in the context of a comprehensive doctrine of systems, as 
the way in which a basic fact appears when viewed from the 
perspective of a systematization other than its own. * 

If the discussion in this chapter has made clear the contri- 
butions of logic, psychology and ontology to the corresponding 
type of epistemological system, if it has succeeded in showing 
at the same time that the basic difference between the three 
possible ‘types of epistemology consists in their relying on 
different fundamental sciences, then the further question will 
now have to be raised whether the disciplines that affect episte- 
mology so decisively will not carry with them their own conceptual 
systems. In order to elucidate the role of the fundamental sciences 
in the working out of the conceptual system of epistemology, 
however, we must first clearly delimit the concepts which can 
be gopsidered as ‘specifically epistemological’. 


4. SPECIFICALLY EPISTEMOLOGICAL CONCEPTS ANALYSED 
(Subject-object Correlation) 


So far we have tried, wholly on the basis of an analysis of the 
task of epistemology, to mark off its limits and its relation to any 
of the fundamental sciences with which it may be associated. 
The same approach should further disclose the specific concepts 
which are always involved in the raising of the epistemological 
question. What is it—we shall have ,to ask—that we posit of 
necgssity just as soon as we raise the epistemological problem? 
Or we might put it in this form: what happens to a discipline, 
or to science in general, when it is nfade the ebject of an episte- 
mological inquiry? Science as such consists in consolidating cer- 
tain images into facts.! Epistemology, in its turn, adopts these 
same ‘facts’ as its*material, without th least modification of their 
matter or form, merely by labefling them ‘cognitions’. Fronf the 
status of directly apprehended facts they are transferred to the 
status of facts qua known. What is*implied in the Hag o that 
something is removed from the status of a fact to the status of a 


cognition? It means that the concept of knowledge involves that e 


of the subject-object correlation. By stamping the facts of science 


1 Cf. W. Windelband, Einleitung in die Philosophie, pp. 194 ff., Tubingen, 1919, ° 
2 Where ‘object’ tenotes the objec to be known or cognized. 
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with the hall-mark of knqwledge, epistemology places them in 
between the two terms of the subject-object correlation. Only in 
sô far as there is an object, cognitively apprehended by a subject, 
can anything be knowledge. 5 » i 

Yet this point already calls for some reservations. Subject and 
object are by no means such unambiguous and clear-cut coneepts 
~vat any rate in respect of their content—that we*could make use 
of them as if they were exactly defined. The concept of subject, 
for instance, has a different content in logic, psychology, and 
ontology; it means something quite different in aesthetics! and 
ethics. Besides, the empirical Ego is far too vague to serve as a 
starting-point, especially since a thorough analysis of the prag- 
matic use of this term will disclose considerable variations in its 
denotation?: it may mean a kind of pale derivation of the concept 
¢ nel substance, and again of the logical or psychological 

go. 

Which Ego-concept, then, is the one employed by the theory 
of knowledge? There is no peculiarly epistemological concept of 
the Ego, and a comparison among the diverse theories of knowledge 
will show it to vary from case to case; all, however, have one 
thing in common—they are directly borrowed from that discipline 


_ which the epistemology in question uses as its fundamental science. 


If the ultimate presuppositions are taken to be logical, we shall 
be confronted with the logical subject; if they are regarded as 
psychological or ontological, we encounter the psychological or 
ontological subjects respectively. 

In accordance with this, we must modify the previous dictum 
that the subject-object concepts are the specifically epistemological 
concepts. Epistemology, in fact, has to borrow its concepts of 
subject and object from other sciences, varying from case to case. 
Nevertheless, there is something constant in epistemology—the 
logical tension obtaining between these two terms, their corre- 
lation which Can be inspected as a logical entity in its own right. 
Thestructure of any correlation implies, of course, that the correla- 
tion as such is not affected by any modification of the terms. The 
correlative nexus can be inspected in its own right, it may become 
the object of an act of thinking directed to it guarelation, without 
any definite idea being entertained concerning the specific nature 
of the terms; the correlation is a functional logical unit as con- 
trasted with the various possible sets of its terms. 

a ng Lukács, ‘Die Subjekt-Objektbezichung in der Aesthetik’, Logos, vol. 7, 
2 Cf. Rickert’ i i übi 5 
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be defined as the logical"Ego. The two are synon for him since, following Kant, 
he grounds epistemology in the fundamental didipline of logic. * z 
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This subjectsobject correlation as fsuch, unaffected by any 
idea of the nature of the terms, is the proper contribution of 
epistemology to the elements borrowed from the fundamental 
sciences; here eve have tracktd down those concepts which are 
specific to epistemology. ‘Knowledge’ in the expression ‘theory 
of knowledge’ essentially involves this correlation as a variable 
function. By catling the findings of science ‘cognitions’, episte 
‘mology inserts them, so to speak, between the two poles of the 
indeterminate subject-object correlation. a 

Confronting, however, this conclusion derived from the mere 
analysis of the concept of ‘knowledge’ with the various epistemo- 
logies that have actually materialized in the course of history, we 
shall be disappointed to find a good many discrepancies. Thus we 
are led to review our previous conclusions; careful analysis, then, 
will show that they also suffer from an internal contradiction. 
Our next task is, accordingly, to elucidate and, if possible, elimi- 
nate this two-fold difficulty. 

The inherent contradiction in our final result is principally 
this: We said at one point that the sciences consolidate subjective 
images in the form of facts. This means that it is of their very 
nature to de-subjectify to the limit; inasmuch as they transform 
what*was first and foremost a subjective state into an objective 
scientific finding, they eliminate all that could possibly smack of 
a subject. And the reason why all science is objectification, utmost 
de-subjectification, is that every science is of logical structure.! 
Yet if it is true that science is maximal de-subjectification, how 
could we ever claim that epistemology needs a subject to ‘fill out’ 
its indeterminate subject-object correlation, and that it will 
borrow this subject from one or another fundamental science? 
If, being sciences, they are predicated upon de-subjectivization, 
they could not possibly provide epistemology with a subject- 
concept. f “sf 

Phe second difficulty—also pointing the need” for revising 
our previous lire of thought—is raised by the,evidence of actual 
historic theories Of knowledge, as follows: Although it is true 
that the subject-concept crops up repeatedly in individual episte- 
mological systems, these latter hardly ever, for all that, put the 
problem as one might expect, i.e ‘how is the subject related te the 
object? Instead, they prefer some other formulation, such as the 
relation between consciousness and being; and in logistic theory 
the same question reappears as one concerning the efêlation 


of truth and reality, or, more poifitedly, that of objectivity and X 


reality. . 


. 
1 On the characteristic of the logical as, essentially, de-subjectification, cf. aneng DEn 


others, R. Hermann Lotze, Logik, pp* 15 f., Meiner, Leipzig, 1912. 
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Once the two difficultigs are compared, it becomes manifest 
that the immanent contradiction involved by the analysis of the 
cbgnitive concept and its discrepancies with historical facts both 
boil down to the same thing. Thé same ‘reason which prevents 
the various sciences from making use of the concept of Ego also 
impels the actual, historically developed theories of knowledge 
to substitute such terms as consciousness, truth, or objectivity 
for the term ‘Ego’ in developing the idea of the subject-object 
correlation. 

And this reason is, quite simply, that whenever epistemology 
presses the findings of logic or psychology into service, it cannot 
there discover an Ego but only its different objectifications: data 
that already owe their being to scientific de-subjectification and 
are thus of an objective import. Even in psychology, which would 
appear to be the discipline most intimately tied to a subject, 
concrete ‘experience’ fails to appear; we only have to do with 
‘experience’ as de-subjectivized and transformed into an objective 
‘phenomenon’ through the intervention of certain general 
categories of thought. ‘The aggregate of all objectified appearances 
is defined in psychology as ‘consciousness’, and as ‘objectivity’ 
(the totality of all valid propositions) in logic. That is why we 
meet in the theories of knowledge with either ‘consciousntss’ or 
‘objectivity’, rather than with an ‘Ego’. 

The essence of the objective disciplines is that they desubjec- 
tivize the actual experiences, and produce neutral ‘meanings’. 
Thus, when the theory of knowledge makes use of these, it can 
only confront meanings with meanings. The subject itself is never 
‘cognizable’, because it is not a unitary something that a theory 
could objectify. It is the ‘vehicle’ of every ‘experience’, but never 
an element among all given elements. 

All this, however, accentuates our difficulty still further: 
what is it, then, that we eall the Ego in logic and in psychology? 
—for of couse we have no intention of denying that the serm 
has a legitimate use thera The solution is this: although the 
sciences never have room for a subject as an object to be known, 
it is always possible to construct a subject as a complement to 
the objectivized logical or psychological subjegts—and it is this 
we are in the habit of designating briefly as the logical or psycho- 
logical subject.! Subjects of this kind are not ‘really’ (in this sense 
of the word): ‘directly known}, or ‘intuited’ ; they are constructs. 
And ‘tke further puzzle now is: how can they differ from one 
another in this case? how is*it possible that the logical subject 
should be different from, the psychological one, seeing that both 


. 
‘As far as the ontological subject is concerned, the position seems to be rather more 
, complicated, so that the above account will not necessarily do just as it stands, 
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are reconstructed via an objectified gubject? If all sciences are 
alike made ug of objectfications, one would expect the recon- 
structed subject always to be the same. However, even if it is trifle 
that all sciences objectify, thty do so te a different extent. The 
degree of objectification possible is dependent upon the particular 
meta-logical and primitive ‘given’ we wish to pick out from the 
‘flow of experience’ for the purpose of objectification. Every 
meaning refers to something—and the farther this something is 
from being completely objectifiable, the more intimately it is 
bound up with the stream of experience from which it is raised 
to the object-status, the more subjective, also, will be the corre- 
sponding meanings. Meanings always clearly show a greater or 


_ lesser degree of objectivity in that they are more or less intimately 
bound up with the ‘flow of experience’, and it is always possible 


to. ascertain this degree of objectivity by inspecting them. 

The primary ‘given’ of psychology, ineffable in itself and indi- 
cated but vaguely by the ‘experience’, is open to a far lower degree 
of de-subjectivization than the basic fact of logic; the basic facts 
of aesthetics and ethics, in their turn, can be graded in between 
these two extremes with regard to their degree of objectivity. 

To be sure, all the various disciplines alike operate with mean- 
ings;“these meanings, however, invariably show the measure 
of this rootedness in the flow of experience—they refer back 
to the ‘primary stratum’ from which they have been objectified. 
This degree of closeness to the concrete experience differs from 
one science to another, and the concepts of the ‘reconstructed’ 
subjects, evolved alongside the ‘objectivized’ subject concepts 
of the various sciences, vary accordingly. Epistemology then 
proceeds to use these ‘constructs’-—based upon the objectivized 
concepts provided by the various fundamental sciences—to give 
substance to the subject-object correlation which is its own specific 
contribution. These subject concepts are ‘constructs’ (which is 
noteto say they are without truth-value), because*they are not 
obtained by the objectification of «something initially given; 
subjects of this kińd do not appear within the, series of successive 
objectifications but are reconstructed as counterparts to the various 
objectifications, corresponding to their degree of definiteness and 
de-subjectivization. weg k 

In this complicated way alone is it possible to explain such a 
complex idea of subject as Kant’s consciousness ase such’, By its 
structure and by its content, it unmistakably reveals elf as 


something reconstructed; it is nothing but the vehicle of 2 


1 Cf. E. Lask, ‘Gibt es einen Primat der praktischen Vernunft in der Logik?’, 
in the Proceedings of the Third International Congress on Philosophy, p. 674, Heidelbgrg, 
1908, . rie 
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universally valid forms—adpncept that has not arisen inthe normal 
course of cognition as a result of objectification, but,reconstructed 
a subjective correlate to universal validity. 

> p 9 


> 


5. ELEMENTS OF A TYPOLOGY OF THE THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE 


ə The exposition and analysis of the subject-object correlation 
have provided us with the most important factors of episte- 
mologicab concept-formation. This correlation is so specific to 
epistemology that we may go so far as to declare that any train of 
argument will tend to become an epistemological one as soon as 
this correlation enters into it, even though it be only implicitly; 
and, conversely, even the most characteristically epistemological 
theory will cease to be epistemological in nature the moment it 
is driven by its inner dialectic to make either of the terms of the 
correlation absolute, thus destroying the correlation as such. 

In order to avoid any ambiguity, we shall replace the term 
‘subject-object correlation’ by the terms ‘knower’ and ‘to-be- 
known’, and accordingly re-formulate our thesis as follows: the 
epistemological position is the outcome of characterizing the 
‘facts’ given in science as ‘knowledge’, i.e. of inserting them as 
a third term between the two terms in the correlation Öf the 
knower and the to-be-known. This is how the triadic relation of 
epistemology comes about, i.e. the knower—the known (the cog- 
nition or knowledge)—the to-be-known. 

Every epistemological systematization is based upon this triad, 
and every conceivable formulation of the problem of knowledge 
is given by these three terms in some combination (provided it is 
logically meaningful). 

What a typology of epistemology would have to do, then, is 
this: to prove that the number of possible approaches hinges on 
this logical structure, antl to examine how this simple state of 
affairs is con:plicated by concepts and correlations imported from 
the fundamental sciences. This will make it clear how even the 
most complex systems grow out of the most general schema of 
epistemological systematization, and show up the simple, formal- 
logical framework that constrains every kind øf epistemological 
motif, however varied in céntent, into a single edifice of thought. 

Nor is this logical typology of the possible ways of putting the 
problem all*we can do; since the number of possible solutions 
we may attempt is equally limited, it is also possible to set up 
a typology of possible solutidns. Finally, once the typology of 


~ formulations and solutions of the problem is completed, the most 
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important questidn remains to be dealt with, namely: how does 
thesformulation of the problem predetermine what solutions will 
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be possible? It would, in short, be nectssary to determine certain 
close connectiéns that exist between the formulation’ of oyr 
problem and its subsequent solution. ‘ 
To fill in thé details*of this*general ovftline is beyond the scope 
of the present study; all that will be said here is in the nature of 
contributions towards such a prospective typology, not going 
beyond setting the course for such a further elaboration. , e 
Insertion of the foregoing analytic results into the above- 
mentioned triadic relation will yield the following dfagram of 
` epistemology in general: 
I 
oe Oona? 


2 3 
ae ee ee EEEE 
The Knower The Known The To-be-known 
SUBJECT (KNOWLEDGE) OBJECT 
(as reconstructed) a. consciousness 


b. objectivity 


As we are already aware, the three basic concepts—the knower, 
the kifowledge, the to-bé-known—vary in content along with the 
fundamental science employed by a particular theory of know- 
ledge. Of the three, it is the middle term that changes most 
conspicuously; in logistic epistemology it is called objectivity 
(the totality of valid propositions), in a psychologistic theory 
consciousness (the totality of possible experiences). The place 
of the knower, too, was found to be occupied by various subjects 
alike only in that they are all reconstructions. The nature of the 
third term, however, is ontological from the beginning; none but 
the monist system would blur this characteristic in their concept- 
formations, they alone seek to resolve it in one of the other two. 

The three terms of the relation can be coupled in tree different 
combinations (iadicated by numbered braces on the diagram), 
and every one of these can serve as the starting-point for approach- 
ing the epistemological problem; the remaining two relations 
will then adapt themselves to the one chosen as starting-point. 

Ontologically grounded theories ôf knowledge considere as 
primary above all the relation between the knower and the to-be- 
known (no. 1). It is tacitly taken efor granted, even before the 
epistemological problem is raised, that this connection is onte- 
logical. Even before the problem ôf epistemology is raised, we 


know, implicitly or explicitly, that the knowing subject as well © 


as the object to be known are of the same ‘stuff of Being’ (gf. 


a solution like Leibniz’:. both the knower and the world tobe , 
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known are monads). Since n this showing the ontologital relation 
must be taken as unproblematical, the only question to be dealt 
with is how the relation between the knower and the known (2), 
and that of the known and the to-be-known (3) are to be 
conceived. 

In contrast with this, the logistic theory of knowledge starts 
from the relation between objectivity and realfty (no. 3); and 
the others, (1) and (2), take shape accordingly. (Kant’s episte- 
mology exemplifies this type, though not in complete purity; 
the logical tendency inherent in it is developed most consistently 
by the Marburg School.) 

Even at this stage of the proceedings we are able to recognize 
a special problem for logistic epistemology, a problem that can 
only be seen in sharp focus from the viewpoint of structural analy- 
sis. On a logistic theory of knowledge, namely, the knowing 
subject can appear as the first term in two distinct correlations— 
as paired with objectivity (2), or again with a reality to be known 
(1). Now ‘objectivity’ belongs to the realm of logical validity, 
and ‘reality to be known’, to that of ontology; by being paired 
with the former and the latter successively, the subject term itself 
alternately assumes a ‘validity’ or ‘reality’ character: the, first 
term is, so to speak, affected by the character of its correlate. 
“Consciousness as such’, for instance, as the subject in the Kantian 
system is called, is originally a reconstructed subject of a purely 
logical character without any ontological overtones whatsoever; 
yet as soon as it is brought into correlation with the ‘thing-in- 
itself” it immediately partakes of this latter’s ‘manner of being’ 
which is essentially ontological. 

Needless to say, epistemology of a purely logistic type will 
go to any length in order to avoid even this minimal ontological 
hypostasis, and will therefore do its best to get rid of the thing- 


. in-itself Se ae The trouble is that that can only be done at 


the level of pùre logic. No sooner does the subject of epistemdlogy 
come up again, than it will be necessary to asgume a thing to 
be known and its content, if only as an ideal limit; and though it 
would be possible to cut down the content of this limiting concept 
to zero, even that would not dispose of the concept itself as an 
ontological postulate. Osan 

After this somewhat longer discussion of logistic epistemology, 
we must go on to inquire ràore closely into the relational tic 
Which in the theory of knowledge links the terms chosen as the 
starting-point. It would be far too vague to say that the epistemo- 
logical starting-point is simply a bringing into relation of the three 
besic terms; in faet, the category of relation is much too general 


» todo justice to the differences amdng individual systems in this 
» 


\ > We HASS 
3 stRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF EPISTEMOLOGY 61 


respect. Intany,given case we meet with connections calling for a 
more specific gharacterization than that afforded by the indiscri- 
minate use of the term ‘relation’. Consciousness and being, fôr 
example, are mot just related ?n the vari¢us systems, but a specific 
theory will always contain a clue as to whether this relation is 
as whole to its parts, or as ground and consequence, etc. 

How many féerms this correlation can take is determinable g 
priori on the following principle: there can be as many concrete 
relations as there are categories of dyadic relations in logic 
which can be applied reasonably, without material contradiction. 
Consciousness and being, the self and reality, can stand in the 
categoreal relations of correspondence and causality, or of in- 
herence and identity. 

The point has at any rate been raised, thanks to Windelband,1 
that the relational categories already to some extent predeter- 
mine the solutions that will be possible. In a way the very 
setting “of the problem of knowledge already prescribes the 
possible theories of knowledge, such as the dogmatic, the sceptic, 
the agnostic, the problematic, the phenomenological, the solipsist 
and the conceptualist; and according to Windelband the various 
solutions are primarily determined by the categoreal relation 
which connects the terms chosen as the starting-point. 

This categoreal relation is already specified by the way of 
formulating the problem, and it determines at the same time the 
distance between the correlate terms. Strictly speaking, the 
attempt to solye the epistemological problem only begins at 
the point where we try actually to bridge the distance in this 
fashion. 

The essence of epistemological systematization may, then, 
be seen as consisting—in so far as its logical structure is concerned 
—in the resolution of the correlations involved in formulating 
the problem. That is the central task oñ which turns every effort 
of epistemological thinking, down to the smallest detail: to resolve 
a self-made correlation, or to span a self-made gap. 

It is exceedingly difficult, for instance, to bridge over the gaps 
between objectivity on the one hand, and the subject and reality 
respectively on tke other—or, in other words, to appraise the 
proper share of both the subject and reality in the attainment of 
objectivity. é ; 

To the performance of this task, epistemology can rally 
surprisingly few types of mediating solutions, considering the 
complexity of the problem. Kant? ‘already recognized the three 


1 Op. cit., pp. 213 ff. 


2 Immanuel Kant, Critique of Pure Reason (B 166 ff.), pp. 74 f., transl. Norman = : 


Kemp Smith; Macmillan & Co., 1933. 
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possibilities, and Leibniz,.too, advanced a typology of the con- 
ceivable ways to bridge the gap in his analogy of the two clocks. 

he three types of mediation are: (1) the knower achieves know- 
ledge by reproducing that which is ‘to be known—the representa- 
tional or copy-theory; (2) the object world, the known, is evolved 
by the unaided effort of the knowing subject—the spontaneity- 
theory; (3) knowledge arises on the basis of an-order pervading 
the knower and the to-be-known alike—the theory of preformation 
or pre-established harmony. 

In what way a given epistemology bridges its gap depends, 
firstly, on the categoreal relation that determines the distance 
between, for example, consciousness and reality; secondly, on 
the fundamental science employed; and finally, on whether the 
mediating operation starts from the subjective or from the object- 
ive end. Rickert! laid special emphasis on this last circumstance. 
A comprehensive typology would at this point have to follow up 
certain phenomena which always occur together, in order to 
find out which of these types of mediation correspond to what 
point of departure. Here it need only be mentioned in passing 
that starting from the object is prima facie likely to lead to some 
kind of copy-theory, while starting from the subject would be apt 
to issue in a spontaneity theory. And it is no less plausibi¢ ‘that 
a theory of knowledge, having started from the subject and then, 
in the course of developing its thesis, drawing closer to the stand 
of realism or objectivism, will eventually be forced to abandon 
its characteristic concept of spontaneity, and will have to adopt 
a copy-theory or else some principle of pre-established harmony. 
A case in point is Kant who, in his polemic against Eberhard, 
reached a position where he was ready to assume a Leibnizian 
type of pre-established harmony2; another would be Lask? who 
set out with the intention of building upon Kant, but, in the course 
of working out his ideas, found himself compelled to introduce the 
concept of copy. » 

All in all, it is surprising how few ways of mediating between 
the terms of its correlations are available for epistemology, and one 
can hardly help believing that future developments might bring 
about an increase in their number, ° 

That alone goes to prove that the various ways of mediating 
are a less specific and clear-cut criterion of epistemological think- 
ing than the’subject-object co-relation is. No a priori survey could 
cover them, since their number may always increase, whereas the 


1 Rickert, ‘Zwei Wege der Erkenntni theorie. T rel i 
Trangendeallg’ ntsc XIV. = oon, s. eee und 

© Cf. A. Brunswig. Grund dem Kants, pp. 41 f., Leipzig- i 

1E, Lask, Die Lehre vom Uriel, Tobing fe oie ch gp nner g, 


¥ 
. 
s S ANALYSIS OF EPISTEMOLOGY 63 


subject-objłct correlation is amenable to an a priori typology, 
independent offhistorical developments. That the types of medig- 
tion are more or less derivative, that they are imported from alien 
spheres, is apparent ffom thtir historial contingency and can 
be confirmed further by a simple analysis of their meaning along 
the following lines: A closer look at the concept of spontaneity, say, 
will soon convifice us that this concept properly belongs with 
psychology, or conceivably with ontology; such spontaneous 
activity can, after all, be attributed only either to a conSciousness 
or to a substance. Yet Kant attributed spontaneity to an unreal, 
a merely reconstructed subject, i.e. ‘consciousness as such’; 
and the paradox involved in this will only be explicable if we 
recall the hybrid character peculiar to epistemological systema- 
tization, To be sure, the imported concepts, spontaneity and the 
like, serving as logical mediators, all undergo a metamorphosis 
in the employ of an epistemological system, in the course of which 
they gradually shed the last traces of their foreign derivation; 
and in virtue of this they qualify, though not as ‘basic’ concepts, 


yet at least as ‘stock’ concepts of epistemology—the more so as - 


they occur in all three types of epistemology. 

Taking, then, the subject-object correlation together with these 
stock Goncepts as the specific elements of epistemology, the ques- 
tion arises whether a typological survey based upon such a small 
number of classificatory concepts can in fact do justice to the 
profusion of historically realized systems. A detailed typology 
would, furthermore, also have to pay attention to those concepts 
which have been taken over from one or the other fundamental 
science, 

Our main concern is with the determination and analysis of 
elements specific to the theory of knowledge, so that there is 
no obligation to go beyond what has been said already. All the 
same I propose to add a brief discussién of the concepts which 
a logistic theory of knowledge takes over from logit—not more 
than is needed to give us an idea of*how the,originally simple 
typological situation is complicated by the intervention of elements 
from alien systems, and what lines a thorough typology would 
have to pursue onethis account, 

Logistic theory of knowledge procetds, as stated above, feom 
the relation between objectivity (cognition) and reality (the 
to-be-known); to be quite accuratey it really begins by analysing 
the middle term of the triadic relation, i.e. with an analysis of 
‘knowledge’. To this end, epistemolégy, according to our previous 
conclusions, has no means of its own, and utilizes on occasion the 
findings of logic, which thereby becomes its fundamental scien. 
The analysis which logic performs on knowledge splits up ‘this 
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latter into moments of form and of content; that is how the form- 
content correlation comes into logistic epistemology. Ali Joyistic 
theories of knowledge are at one in that theycomprise this coi. la- 
tion—where they differ ifin the ways of resolving it.! 

In this correlation, then, which cannot be derived from e>'ra- 
logical premises, logic has a characteristic, quasi-axiomatic 
fuundation, and the various possibilities of resolving the funda- 
mental correlation afford the distinguishing principle for the 


systems erected on a logical basis; the form-content correlation- 


is, so to speak, the source of all further ramifications. 

The possibilities of resolving it are of three kinds: the reduction 
of content to form (Marburg School), or the reduction of form to 
content (logical realism, and in a certain sense Lask as well), 
or the assumption of some principle of a higher order in which 
the two coincide—but the last as a rule leads into metaphysics: 
Then, of course, there is also the way of strictly preserving this 
dualism, never allowing it to be resolved—the way of Kant. 

It is on this fundamental logical correlation of form and content 
that logically oriented epistemology builds on a higher plane the 
essential epistemological correlation of subject and object. Some- 
times the form falls to the part of the subject while the content 
is somehow to be derived from the object, and sometimes the form 
falls to the part of the object, the content being subjective—thus, 
thinking and systematizing are more fluid, in so far as this point 
is concerned; it is here that the different schools and currents 
which all started out with the same initial premises clash with 
one another. 

Here at last we also can offer a more concrete formulation 
of the problem we described as the ultimate question with which 
every structural analysis has to deal: how far is it possible to 
deduce from the structure of epistemological systematization both 
the uniformity of i ig eth Cas thinking and the principle of 
differentiati6h which makes for the sundry individual systems? 
(Cf. above, pp. 49, ff). ~ ‘ 

On the evidence: available so far we can already state: the 
uniformity is guaranteed by the correlations that are posited with 
quasi-axiomatic necessity; the differences, on the other hand, 
can be accounted for by the fact that the correlation, owing to the 
peculiar nature of its givenness, allows for various logically 
possible resdlutions. The logical structure of epistemological 
f systematization—which commits us to a certain course but docs 


, | That various ways of resolving this correlation are ible without contradiction 
pave th cam in y Ea the eve Plea = which the correlation of form and 
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not exactly determine the path to be followed— must be recog- 
nized as the pivot of any typology, as well as the guarantor of fts 
very ponu z 5 ` 

For epistemology as such, the specific subject-object correlation 
is constitutive, and any epistemological theory is concerned with 
the ‘determination and resolution of this correlation. In so far 
as one variant of epistemological theory, the logistic one, %s con- 
cerned, however, this overall task is supplemented by the intro- 
duction of another correlation: that between form and content. 
This involves further possibilities of resolution, thus rendering 
the task’ more complex. 

In a logistic theory of knowledge the fundamental correlations 
‘are partly indigenous to epistemology, partly taken over from 
logic; every such correlation in turn allows for several possible 
‘solutions. Each logistic theory of knowledge, then, represents a 
combination of two of these a priori possible solutions. The same 
applies to either of the other types of epistemology, i.e. the psycho- 
logistic and the ontological theory of knowledge, with the only 
difference that the basic correlation of the respective fundamental 
science takes the place of the form-content correlation. An onto- 
logigal theory, for instance, will substitute the correlation of 
substance and accident for that of form and content.1 


6, STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF EPISTEMOLOGICAL VALUATION 


We have mentioned above (p. 47) the dual task of all episte- 
mology: firstly, to analyse all possible knowledge with a view to 
laying bare its ultimate presuppositions, and secondly, to ascer- 
tain whether these ultimate presuppositions can guarantee the 
cognitions grounded in them to be true knowledge—in other 
words, to evaluate those ultimate presyppositions. Epistemology 
involves both a task of analysis and one of evaluatiog. Up to this 
poinf, our study has been concerned only with the former task; we 
asked merely howeepistemology manages to siftceed in its quest 
for the ultimate presuppositions of knowletlge. We spoke of 
epistemology as if it were merely a theory of knowledge and not 
an evaluation of khowledge as well. Ayd it now remains for us to 
investigate this aspect of it—the evaluative one. 

The outcome of the preceding discussion—which we must 
still bear in mind—was that episttmology cannot uncover the 
ultimate presuppositions that constitute its topic by a method 


and instrumentalities of its own, by-an analysis sui generis—that © 


it must, on the contrary, rely on other Sciences if it is to acquit 


1 Cf. A. Pauler, ‘A Korrelativitas ely’ (“The Principle of Correlativity’), pp. 48,48, š 
publ. in the journal Athenaeum, Budapest, 1915. 
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itself of this self-appointed task, and that it is predjsely in connec- 
tion with this fundamental problem that those ’alien sciences 
intervene and invade its, domain ag its fi damental sciences. It 
further emerged that the analysis as such 1s by no means all that 
is borrowed from alien spheres, but that epistemological concept- 
formation also is influenced by the respectiye fundamental 
science. Uniquely specific to the theory of knowledge, as we have 
come to sce, is alone the correlation of subject and object, and 
even that only as an undetermined function. Its actual content 
is in every case supplied by the discipline that operates as the 
fundamental science for the analysis. ; 

At this point the question arises whether the theory of know- 
ledge also borrows elsewhere the standard of value it needs 
to evaluate the ultimate presuppositions discovered; more pre- 
cisely, what is the relation between a particular appraisal of 
ultimate presuppositions and the value involved by it, on the one 
hand, and the specific discipline from which the analysis derived, 
on the other. 

The most direct way to an answer seems to consist in subjecting 
the current criteria of (cognitive) truth to a structural analysis; 
it is in them, in fact, that epistemological valuation culminates. 
There are three distinct types: 

I. The transcendent, ontological criterion of truth: every pro- 
position must be accepted as truth if it corresponds to reality, 
to being. 

II. The formal or logical criterion of truth: every proposition 
must be accepted as truth if its thought is fraught with logical 
necessity (conforms to logical forms). 

III. The psychological criterion of truth: every proposition 
Sew by a feeling of evidence must be accepted as 
truth, i 

A pave of these criteria of knowledge would be out of place; 
we shall limit ourselves to structural analysis and merely ask 
which value factor is stressed by the various criteria. 

Every one of these criteria of knowledge comprises three import- 
ant factors: (1) that which valuated; (2) the value in respect of 
which the former has to be considered valuable; (3) a third 
term which serves as the standard for the prospective valuation. 
The first two terms are the same for all three criteria—the 
valuated is always the proposition, the value in terms of which it 
is judged is truth; it is only the standard that varies from case to 
case. 

The first criterion of knowledge applies the yardstick of being, 
tne, second that of logic, and the third the feeling of evidence. It 
becomes immediately apparent that the number of the criteria 
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of knowledge is the same as that of the types of epistemology 
we have distipSuished on the basis of the possible choices of Sana 
mental sciences, every criterion being correlated with a specific 
type of epistemology}? Ontdlogical théory of knowledge elects 
for its epistemological standard the ontological criterion of 
knowledge, logical epistemology employs the logical criterion, 
and psychological theory of knowledge the psychglogiaal 
criterion. 

- Contrary to what one might expect, a theory of knowledge 
does not measure the ultimate presuppositions laid bare by its 
fundamental science against one of these alien yardsticks; what 
it does do is, rather, to set up this ultimate presupposition, 


-implicit in its concept of knowledge and underlying its analysis, 


as itself the standard of value, the criterion of knowledge. In other 
words: the truth criteria occurring within an epistemology are 
closely related to the particular science that supplied the analytic 
means for the quest after ultimate presuppositions. The locus 
of the ultimate cognitive presuppositions is also taken to be that 
of the cognitive value standards. If knowledge is claimed to be 
experience at bottom, then experience will be the bearer of value 
and its guarantee; if it is asserted to be ultimately logical, then it 
is logic that will provide the criterion of truth; and thesame 
applies to the ontological theory of knowledge.! The case for the 
criterion to be chosen is already settled in accordance with the 
outcome of the priority contest that precedes the adoption of a 
specific epistemology. The way in which the problem is formulated 
also determines the distance between that which is to be valuated 
and the standard by which it will be judged. 

In case I, for instance, the relation that is to hold between 
being and the known (the proposition) is determined as soon as 
the criterion is set up, that is, before the solution. For if I assert 
that propositions corresponding to beittg can alone be true, then 
event before adopting this criterion (which points t& the realm of 
Being) I must already hold some preliminary, metaphysical and 
ontological theory warranting that my two terms are homogeneous 
and commensurable. The theory of knowledge hinging on this 
criterion recognises no obligation, on this showing, to adduce 
evidence that the ultimate prifciple—in this case, being—ds a 


value; that is always somehow taken for granted. The aim of such ` 


a theory is rather to make clear (usually by recourSe to a hypo- 
thesis of pre-established harmony), the value character of Being 
understood once and for all, how these two kinds of Being 


1 The most consistent in this respect is the logical theory ofsknowledge. Epistemo- 


logy, being a theoretical discipline, cannot be valid without* postulating the validity 
of the entire sphere in which it belonfs. agi 
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(the known and the to-be-known), can enter intœa r ation one 
to the other, or how the former can manage somelfaw to embrace 
the latter. 

= The position is precisety the samé in cage IT. Htre too the re- 
lation between thought-current and being is fully determined be- 
fore any discussion on this point; but being now appears as a 
kind of thought-content (just as thought-conttnt was before 
taken as a kind of being). Being occurs only in the form of being 
thought, and we have merely the criteria of logic to determine 
which of the a priori thinkable contents are ‘real’. The concept of 
objectivity, as expounded by Kant and his followers, is the inevit- 
able consequence of adopting a starting-point exclusively from 
logic. To be real is to be the product of certain logical forms— 
it is impossible to adduce another concept of reality from other 
spheres for purposes of comparison. There is no need to prove 
that the objectivity engendered by logical principles is veridical, 
i.e. that its constitutive forms are valuable; what has to be done is 
merely to make clear—the value character of the logical forms 
serving as basic presuppositions being understood—how this 
objectivity with which we are confronted comes by its privileged 
character (in Kant’s philosophy, this task is performed by, the 
assumption of spontaneity). 

The epistemological paradox can now be described as follows: 
Epistemology sets itself the task of solving on its own the problem 
of the cognitive efficacy of all factual knowledge and of appraising 
its value; in the course of its inquiry, it pushes this question of 
value further and further back, until it appears as the problem 
of the value of the ultimate presuppositions of all knowledge; and 
finally, it is compelled—afier analysis has laid these ultimate 
presuppositions bare—simply to proclaim them as value (in the 
case of a sceptical theory, as negative value). Once this is done, 
the task of epistemology—supposing that its actiological verdict is 
positive—asstimes the following form: since the knowledge we 
have is known to be valuable by virtue of its resuppositions, all 
we have to do is to construct a system to show after the event how we have 
managed to acquire such valuable knowledge; or, in Zalay’s formulation! 
of this dual demand: ‘What must the knower be like if he is to 


_ be capable of actually getting to’know that which is to be known, 
and what must knowledge be like if it is to be valid knowledge 
for a knower?’ 


` Because of this internal reorientation, this rearrangement of 
, the problem, the epistemological critique does not succeed in 


being, as it would have us believe, the critique of knowledge, 
> à 


“9 
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1 Op. cit., p. 173. 
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but only a new kind of systematization of it. Structural analysis 
discloses that epistemology actually solves a problem whicheis 
entirely different from the ope it has sgt itself. Instead of a critique 
of value, it turns into a theory about how a particular value can be attained 
and realized. 

Any theory of knowledge is hard put to it when it comes to the 
point of proving the ultimate presuppositions to be true*valu€s. 
That is the explanation for the well-known paradox in the Kantian 
system, whereby Kant grounds the necessity of synthetic a priori 
judgments in the concept of spontaneity, justifying the latter 
in turn by means of the a priori. The circularity is anything but 
accidental, as we are now in a position to realize: it is the necessary 


. 


- consequence of the paradox involved in any epistemology. 


Now we have to ask more specifically whether epistemological 
value is as such an alien element, an importation from the funda- 
mental sciences, or whether these only determine in each case 
whether it is the one or the other thing—i.e. the ontological, 
the psychical or the logical—that is value-creating and valuable. 
We have previously recognized a phenomenological distinction 
between the value on the basis of which we evaluate, and the 
standard by which we judge. Is it, then, the value itself that the 
theory of knowledge borrows from some alien discipline, or is it 
only the standard that varies with the choice of the fundamental 
discipline? 

The second hypothesis alone is borne out by the preceding 
analysis of epistemology. The truth-value remained a constant 
in every one of the criteria—the only variable being the standard. 
The value of being-known, the fact of being-true, is specific to 
the epistemological approach, and has come into being together 
with it. And this could not be otherwise, since it is quite impossible 
to borrow any value whatever (in this case that of epistemo- 
logical truth) from any of the fundamental discjplines, these 
being no sciences of value at all—at least not psychology and 
ontology. i s o 

With regard to logic the situation is rather more complex, 
Here, it seems, the value of correctness is already involved— 
which is not to be@identified, however, with epistemological truth, 
But even this value does not yet“occur in pure logic which cah be 
construed devoid of all reference to a subject. The dgmain of pure 
logos is as such—to quote Lask—‘the plain interlocking of form 
and content’ (“das schlichte Ineingnder von Form und “Inhalt’.), a 
self-contained realm of meaning, also termed ‘validity’. Not e 
until we come to it from a ‘science of‘thinkigg’ or from episte- 
mology, both of them taking the initiative òf introducing the 
striving subject and thereby turning this self-contained spheres 
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of univocally ordered elements of whatever nature {nto something 
tobe attained, does this realm become a normativerone, a realm 
of values and standards. Only in this way is the ‘plain interlocking 
of that which is valid in se transformed into something valuable. 

From the perspective of the ‘science of thinking’, of applied 
logic, the value is that of ‘correctness’. It states no more than 
tat only one kind of ordering of thought-contents is desirable 
for a thinking subject. j 

Correctħess, which is the ‘validity’ of pure logic seen in the 
light of the science of thinking, is still far from mediating the 
knowledge of anything, from reaching or grasping a real or ideal 
object beyond the content of meaning. It is nothing save the put- 
ting of previously given contents into the right theoretical order ` 
pattern. In this respect, the procedure is still completely analogous 
to the order obtained—though by different formal laws—in the 
aesthetic sphere; there too it would make no sense to say that the 
aesthetically valuable (corresponding to the logically correct), 
the individual work of art, somehow reaches (let alone recognizes) 
some object beyond itself. Just as the aesthetically valuable 
(‘lovely’) melody? can be normative without representing any- 

ing external, so a logic devoid of epistemological premises (a 
science of thinking) need only be concerned with organized 
theoretical contents, not even raising the question whether any- 
thing can be at all known in this way. 

What in pure logic appears as a valuation-free, ‘plain arrange- 
ment’, with its constitutive forms which only assume the character 
of ‘correctness’ in applied logic, is endowed by logistic episte- 
mology with the value of ‘truth’ as well, so that in such a theory 
the value of correctness coincides with epistemological truth. 
This, incidentally, is a reason why the difference between the two 
values is so elusive. (Even here there was talk of truth and validity 
when as yet no more than correctness was involved, It is only 
at the level at present reached by our inquiry that a firm dis(inc- 
tion between the two becomes possible.) aie 

If we now leave “applied logic aside, it is clear that the facts 
of the logical sphere as such can be formulated without using 
normative language, no less than those of he psychological 
andontological spheres; the realm of validity 


gwicnce between the logical and the 
above, p. 41, footnote 1). 
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as far from inyolving any specifically epistemological value as 
any of the othér fundamental sciences. 

Nothing can appear as valuable or normative as long as We 
remain withintthe cortext of psychologital, ontological, or logical 
systematizations. A state of things which merely ‘obtains’ may 
become valuable and normative only if we look at it from another, 
alien systematiaation. Any purely descriptive state of things can 
be transformed into a normative, value-laden one by relating 
it to a value from a different viewpoint, by labelling it-as ‘some- 
thing-which-is-to-be-attained’. There is nothing normative about 
the laws of mechanics as such; for the technician, however, who 
is engaged in building a machine, they will become norms, 


„standards of that which is to be attained. This drastic example 


is only intended to drive home the point that, from the point 
of view of structural analysis, a value judgment always implies 
that we are looking at a state of things from an alien systematiza- 
tion which provides a value standard. This alone can explain 
the fact that there is a ‘relatedness’ involved in every valuation. 
(This, however, should not be taken as meaning that any descrip- 
tive field can be referred to any value whatever.) Epistemology 
is a systematization sui generis: precisely because it alone enables 
us {place ourselves outside of the various universal systematiza- 
tions, whereby it becomes possible to relate the purely descrip- 
tive states of things of the latter to the epistemological value of 
‘truth’, to transform them into matters of value, into standards. 
The value of epistemology, the determination of its possibility, 
is not our concern. What we have been interested in throughout 
was only to lay bare its structure, with special reference to the 
question what is specific to the theory of knowledge as against 
all other systematizations, and whether it is to be regarded as a 
pure or a mixed systematization. j 
The result can be summed up to theseffect that epistemology is 
far $rom pure in the sense in which the primary sy#ematizations 
of ontology, legic, and psychology sare purg systematizations. 
There is no seridus obstacle in the way of conceiving a pure 
logic, or a pure ontology, free of all epistemological premises; 
but it is impossible in principle to construct a pure theory of 
knowledge. The latter does not belong to the primary systemajiza- 
tions. Moving among the primary systematizations, its essential 
contribution is to provide a fooghold from where it becomes 
possible to observe these regions in their full extent. But altñough 
epistemology is an intersystemati¢ pursuit, it is nevertheless not 
1 This intersystematic character of the theory of Knowledge was already mentioned 


in the discussion on the priority contest (cf. above, pp. 48 ff It is also related tothe 
faculty of ‘free choite ofi reference’ (see pp. 45 f. above). as 
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extrasystematic, for, after all, no pursuit of reason could be that. 
There is no such thing as a completely and finally, isolated, self- 
sufficient mental creation. Even an action, let alone a concept, 
displays the structure of a systematization; it is*this structure 
which gives it meaning and constancy, which in fact makes it 
what it is. A concept thus always presupposes a systematization, 
byt that is by no means to say that within the realm of reason as 
a whole various systematizations, differing in the structure and 
coherence of their respective elements, could not co-exist. In 
fact, by contrasting the homogeneous ‘primary’ systematizations 
with the ‘mixed’, intersystematic ones, we have already indicated 
the co-existence of two radically different types of systematization; 


epistemology, of course, belongs to the latter. Now epistemology— . 


notwithstanding its dependence on essentially alien fundamental 
sciences—still has a coherent field of its own, because it (1) deals 
with a question specific to it, (2) is concerned with a value sui 
generis, and (3) possesses a fundamental correlation particular to 
it, the subject-object correlation, which has to be posited quasi- 
axiomatically and is needed for the integration of the theoretical 
sphere.! 

As a further characteristic of epistemological systematization, 
we must mention the ‘constructive’ nature of epistemology Which 
became especially apparent while we examined the constitution 
of the various Ego-concepts. Epistemology constructs, instead of 
directly ‘describing’, an object. Although it must be recognized 
that so-called ‘direct’ description is not nearly as direct as the naive 
view would have it—in that it, too, operates with concepts having 
a theoretical structure and a systematic locus—there is still a 
difference between a description and a construction. Only what 
is somehow presented to us can be described; but where the ques- 
tion points insistently beyond what is presented we have to infer 
and to construct. A descriptive science always answers questions 
of the form: “How is it?’ while the questions answered by a ton- 
structive discipline, have the form: ‘How must it be?” The episte- 
mological question leads so far beyond what is presented—that 
being its proper meaning—that in its case any attempt to describe 
would be futile, and a construction alone is in order, 

The preconceived notiort that*only 
accompanied by ‘description’ can le 
quite unjustifiable. The full value of t 
tion’ as well, provided that its startin 


‘direct sensual experience’ 
ad to truth is, however, 
ruth attaches to a ‘construc- 
g-point is cum fundamento in re 


1 As soon as the subject-object correlation is posited (i.e. once we decide to regard 
theoretical propositions as knowledge), there is no escaping any of a number of cognate 
problems, lence, even the sce tic who doubts the solubility of the task of e istemology 
Willhâve an epistemology in the sense of acknowledging a set of inescapable problems, 
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and its coliclusipns are free from nea and that isthe 
case with regaytl to epistemology. 

Any attempt to vindicate epistemology from this point of view 
should begin by ascertaining How far thetinitial material of episte- 
mology, presented in immanence, reaches and where the con- 
struction based on that material begins; it should then proceed 
by determining to what extent the immanent material not only 
permits, but requires a constructive complement by virtue of 
the very way in which it is given. The analytic of structure which 
is essentially interested in no other aspect of epistemology than 
the logical make-up of its constructive part would have to be 
supplemented by an inquiry into the mode of presentation of its 
ultimate presuppositions. Nothing but an analysis of the mode of 
presentation of ultimate presuppositions could suggest a reason why 
divergent solutions of the epistemological problem are possible. For it is 
characteristic of the constructive—as opposed to immanently 
descriptive—disciplines that, although in both only one of several 
suggested solutions can be true, the wrong solutions in the descrip- 
tive sciences are always impossible as well, whereas in a construc- 
tive discipline a wrong answer can be, not true, to be sure, but 
nevertheless possible. And this simply because the true thesis 
canif@t triumph by recourse to a given but on the whole only by 
argument. Problems of this kind, however, go far beyond a 
logic and structural analysis of epistemology, and require a 
separate investigation and solution. 
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S Conservative Thought 
INTRODUCTION 


1. Styles of thought 


HERE are two main ways of writing the history of thought. 

On the one hand there is what might be called the ‘narra- 

tive way, which simply sets out to show the passage of 
ideas from one thinker to another, and to tell in epic fashion the 
story of their development. On the other hand there is the way 
with which we want to experiment here, which is based on the 
recently developed sociology of knowledge. 1 

At the heart of this method is the concept of a style of tidught. 
The history of thought from this point of view is no mere history 
of ideas, but an analysis of different styles of thought as they grow 
and develop, fuse and disappear; and the key to the understand- 
ing of changes in ideas is to be found in the changing social 
background, mainly in the fate of the social groups or classes 
which are the ‘carriers’ of these styles of thought. 

Anglo-Saxon sociology has developed a concept very similar 
to the German ‘style of thought’ in the term ‘habit of thought’, and 
although there are considerable similarities there are also very 
great differences which we cannot ignore. The term ‘habit of 
thought’ simply expresses the fact that people automatically 
use established patterns not merely in their overt behaviour 
but in their thought too. In most of our irftellectual responses 
we are not creative but repeat certain statements the content and 
form of which we have taken over from our cultural surroundings 
either in early childhood or in: later stages of our development, 
and which we apply automatically in appropriate situations. 
Thus they are the products of conditioning just as are our other 
habits. The term is unsatisfactory, however, because it only covers 

P 7 


1 Cf. Max Scheler, Probleme einer Soziologie des Wissens, Munich and Leipzig, 1924; 
K. Mannheim, ‘Das Problem éiner Soziologie des Wissens’, in Arch. f. Soz.-wiss. und 
Saz.-pol., vol. 53, PP- s37 652, 1925; ‘Ideologische und soziologische Betrachtung der 
geisigen Gebilde’, in Jahrb. f. Soziologie II, Karlsruhe, 1926; R. K. Merton. 
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one aspect of the phenomenon in question. Our concept of a 
‘style of thought’ is similar to it in so far as it also starts with th¢ 
assumption that individuals do not create the patterns of thought 
in terms of which they conceive the world, but take them over 
from their groups. But our concept is meant to imply a less 
mechanical attitude to the history of thought. If thought developed 
simply through a'process of habit-making, the same pattern woulé 
be perpetuated for ever, and changes and new habits would 
necessarily be rare. A more careful observation of the History of 
thought makes it clear, however, that in a differentiated, and 
especially in a dynamic, society the patterns of human thought 
are continually changing, and if we want to do justice to these 
various forms of thought, we shall have to invoke some such 
category as ‘style’, since ‘habit-making’ will not carry us far enough. 

It is, indeed, the history of art which provides us with a term 
capable of doing justice to the special nature of history of thought. 
There, too, the concept of ‘style’ has always played an important 
role, in that it made possible the classification of both the simi- 
larities and the dissimilarities of different forms of art. Everyone 
will accept the notion that art develops in ‘styles’, and that these 
‘stylag originate at a certain time and in a certain place, and 
that as they grow their characteristic formal tendencies develop 
in a certain way. Modern history of art has developed a very 
thorough method of classifying the principal ‘styles’ of art, and 
of reconstructing, within these styles, the slow process of change 
in which small modifications gradually culminate in a complete 
transformation of style. The method has become so exact that it 
is now nearly always possible to date a work of art accurately, 
simply by analysing its formal elements. The trained historian of 
art will always be able to say, even if a work of art is unknown to 
him: ‘This must have been painted at such and such a date by a 
painter of such and such a school.’ That a statement of this kind 
will not be mere guesswork is guaranteed by the fact that art 
does in fact develop in ‘styles’, and thaf within the styles there is a 
gradual change from one phase to another which makes it possible 
to ‘place’ an unknown work of art. 

Now it is our @ntention that human thought also develops 
in ‘styles’, and that there are different schools of thought distin- 
guishable by the different ways in which they use different thought 
patterns and categories. Thus it should be just as possible to ‘place’ 
an anonymous piece of writing as,an anonymous wotk of arf, 
if we only took the trouble to reconstruct the different styles of a 
given epoch and their variations from individual to individual. 

Although the very rough division of thought into ‘medieval, 
‘Renaissance’, ‘liberal’ and’ ‘romanticist’ schools, as fami 
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in the history of philosophy or literature, may give the impression 
that the concept of ‘styles of thought’ is already generally accepted, 
we are for the most part prevented from recognizing their existence 
by two assumptions. One is that Thought is one, the same for all 
men, except for errors or deviations which are of only secondary 
importance. At the other extreme, there is the assumption (which 
im faot contradicts the first one) that the indivitlual thinks inde- 
pendently and in isolation from his fellows. Thus the unique 
qualities’ of each individual’s thought are overemphasized, and 
the significance of his social milieu for the nature of his thought 
is ignored. Applied to the history of art, this would mean either 
on the one hand that there is nothing but art as such, or on the 
other hand, that the individual artist is an absolutely unique; 
self-contained unit. Although we can neither deny the value of 
thinking about art in general, nor, on the other hand, ignore the 
differences between individual artists or the particular contri- 
butions made by each of them, the most important unit must 
nevertheless be the style of an epoch, against the background of 
which the special contribution of each individual stands out and 
acquires its significance. 

But this intermediary level between the most abstract apd the 
most concrete is just what is lacking in the history of thought. 
We are blind to the existence of styles of thought because our 
philosophers have made us believe that thought does not develop 
as part and parcel of the historical process but comes down to 
humanity as a kind of absolute entity; and our literary historians 
who have written monographs on the great literary personalities 
like to persuade themselves that the ultimate fountainhead of all 
thought is the personality of the individual. The former school 
makes the history of thought appear artificially homogeneous and 
indiscriminate, while the latter atomizes it. It is due to this lack 
of interest in this intermediary level that our tools for distinguish- 
ing styles of thought are not developed. We do not notice vital 
differences in styles of thought because we do pot believe in their 
existence. Were we to take the trouble to watch the innumerable 
slight changes in the development of the mode of thought of a 
group throughout its history, the artificially imposed homo- 
gereity or the indiscriminate atomization would give way to a 
proper differentiation. 

This is exactly what we want to try to do in the pages which 
follow. We want to look at the thinkers of a given period as repre- 
sentatives of different styles of thought. We want to describe 
their different ways of looking at things as if they were reflecting 
the changing outlook of their groups; and by this method we hope 
to show both the inner unity of a style of thought and the slight 
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variations and modifications which the conceptual apparatus of 
the whole group' must undergo as the group itself shifts its position 
in society. This will mean that we shall have to examine all the 
concepts used By the thinkers“of all the Uifferent groups existing 
in any particular epoch very carefully, in order to see whether 
they do not perhaps use identical terms with different meanings. 
Thus the analysi? of meanings will be the core of our techmiquee 
Words never signify the same thing when used by different groups 
even in the same country, and slight variations of meaning provide 
the best clues to the different trends of thought in a community. 


2. The relationship between styles of thought and their social background 


. Before developing further our method of demonstrating that 
styles of thought exist as relatively independent units, we must say 
a few words about the social ‘carriers’ of these styles. Just as a 
style of art cannot be fully described without an account of the 
artistic school and of the social group it represents, so we can never 
really understand changes in a style of thought unless we study the 
social groups which are the carriers of these changes. This rela- 
tionship between a style of thought and its social carrier is not a 
simple one. It may be true that ultimately great changes in the 
class ‘stratification of society are responsible for the broader 
changes in styles of thought; but when it comes to more detailed 
changes this general hypothesis needs modification. The main 
indication that there is some connection between the existence and 
fate of social groups on the one hand, and certain styles of thought 
on the other, is that the sudden breakdown of a style of thought 
will generally be found to correspond to the sudden breakdown 
of the groups which carried it; similarly, to the amalgamation 
of two styles of thought there corresponds an amalgamation of 
the groups. But there are reasons for thinking that this link be- 
tween styles of thought and their carriérs exists not only at the 
turnifig points of history in times of great social crifis. The fate 
of the group is apparently reflected itt even tha smallest change 
in the development of a style of thought. . 
3. ‘Basic intentions’ e 

Any study in styles of thought ‘chardcteristic of the first hal? of 
the nineteenth century must start with the fact that the French 
Revolution acted as a catalysing agent both in relation to different 
types of political action and to different styles of thought? s 

What we have so far said implies that a style of thought » 
embraces more than one field of human self-expression; it 
embraces not only politics, but art, literature, philosophy, history, 
and so on. It implies furthet that the dynamic force whichis q 
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behind its changing character lies deep below the concrete surface 
of the various ways of self-expression. = =» f 

The history of art became a scientific discipline when it became 
the history of styles of art (Stilgescnichte). An exact description of 
each different style of art only became possible when Riegl 
introduced his concept of ‘art motive,’ or Aunstwollen, by which 
he meant the striving for a certain form of ari, of which every 
style is the expression. This concept permitted him to refer all 
the works of art of a particular period to a basic and for the most 
part completely unconscious conception, in the spirit of which 
all the artists of the period appear to have created their works. 
He did not describe these art motives, these strivings behind 
the different styles of art, in a vague subjective way. He showed 
them at work in the different works of art of the period. He 
analysed them carefully, showing their growth, developmeni 
and decay, and showing how they sometimes fused and inter- 
mingled with each other. 

The concept which we wish to introduce here of a basic intention 
lying behind each style of thought is in many ways similar to 
that of Riegl’s art motive, although different in certain important 
respects. In the first place it does not refer to art, but it expresses 
the idea that different ways of approach to the world afë ulti- 
mately at the bottom of different ways of thinking. This basic 
drive determines the character of a style of thought. It manifests 
itself in the documents and utterances characteristic of that style. 
But whereas to Riegl this principle of style (this art motive) is 
something which needs no further causal explanation and has no 
particular social roots, the sociologist cannot assume that the basic 
intentions at work in the different styles have come ‘out of the 
blue’. We must take it as axiomatic that they are themselves ‘in 
the making’ so to speak, and that their history and fate is in many 
ways linked up with the fate of the groups which must be con- 
sidered as ‘their social carriers, Riegl was aiming at a pure 
‘Geistesgeschichte’—-a history of ideas and nothing more. Whereas 
in his view it was an unattached spirit which by some miracle 
communicated its decrees to us, the contention put forward here 
is that although the basic art motive can be detected in immanent 
analysis as the formal priticiple (Gestaltprinzip) of certain schools, 
it also can be shown as something ultimately born out of the 
struggles and conflicts of human groups. It can be used on occasion 
às an immanent principle to demonstrate that the mind does not 

, Work in an atomistic way, piling up shapeless experiences; but 
we must realize that, even in the process of experiencing, certain 
determining principles derived from the group are at work in 

» the individual which shape his potential experience and know- 
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ledge. These degtrmining principles can be approached by asking 

ourselves whaf are the social causes (lying outside pure Geistesge- 
schichte) which pave prgducedghem. , 


4. A concrete example: German conservatism in the first half of the nineteenth 
sentury 


The next task’is to find suitable material on which to tty out 
this new method. We have chosen the development of conservative 
thought in Germany in the first half of the nineteenth century. 
This choice above all presents us with a limited task, as it focuses 
the analysis upon one period, one country, and one social group. 
This has the major advantage that it is possible to acquire all 
the published and otherwise accessible utterances of the group in 
question. Thus the continuity of the thought style can be fully 
and accurately reconstructed, and its connections with the social 
groups behind it can be more easily revealed. This choice is further 
justified by the fact that after the French Revolution, there de- 
veloped what we may call a ‘polarizing’ tendency in thought—that 
is to say, styles of thought developed in very clear-cut extremes. 
The dividing issue was the political differences which developed 
undgy pressure of the events of the French Revolution. Different 
styles of thought developed along party lines, so that we can speak 
of ‘liberal’ and ‘conservative’ styles of thought, to which we 
shall later have to add the ‘socialist’ style. Now this polarizing 
tendency was especially marked in Germany. In Germany there 
has always existed a tendency to go to extremes in pushing logical 
arguments to their ultimate conclusions—a tendency which has 
not existed in such a marked fashion in the European countries 
outside Germany. This difference will be made clear by the ex- 
ample of romanticism. 

Romanticism is a European phenomenon which emerged at 
approximately the same time in all countries. It arọse partly as 
a reaction to identical circumstances and identical problems pre- 
sented by a ratfonalized capitalist world, and ‘partly as a result 
of secondary ideological influences. Thus the basic cause of this 
widespread historical factor is a common one—viz. the general 
similarity of the tofal situation in the various occidental countries. 
But it is never exactly the same in any two countries and always 
varies according to the social and cultural peculiarities of the 
different nations. It is striking to fote, even in a comparisen of 
different romantic writers, that, fog instance, whereas the move- 
ment developed in France through the medium of poetry, in e 
Germany it obtained its special expression in philosophy. Roman- 
tic poetry is less characteristic of German romanticism than*is 
German romantic philosophy. This is merely a symptom of the. 


© © 


3j 


80 STRUCTURALJANALYSIS IN SOCIOLOGY 


fact that in Germany reactions on the philosephical level to 
changes in the social and intellectual substructure are far more 
intense than in other countries. As Marx already pointed out, the 
key to the understanding of modern development Ties in a realiza- 
tion that Germany experienced the French Revolution on the 
philosophical plane.! | f ae. 

® Just as the centre of gravity of German romantic idealism 
was its philosophy, German counter-revolution, or the ‘opposite 
of the revolution’ (to use a French traditionalist term)? developed 
its challenge to liberal-revolutionary thought in its logical and 
philosophical implications more completely than in any other 
country, If France played the role of radical reconstructor of all 
the enlightened and rationalistic elements in consciousness, and 
thus became the acknowledged bearer of ‘abstract’ thought, it 
is also possible to say that Germany played a complementary 
role in so far as she turned conservative, organic, historical 
thought into a weapon, giving it at the same time an inner con- 
sistency and logic of its own. Even this ideological difference 
between the two countries is rooted in certain social and historical 
factors.3 It is usual to consider England as the typical home of 
evolutionary development, and the Romantics especially, have 
impressed us with the conservative aspect of this gradualism by 
presenting England as both evolutionary and conservative. This 
is doubtless correct to a certain extent—especially if England is 
contrasted with France, which is in fact the typical radical revo- 
lutionary country of the new era. But these evolutionary features 
are also characteristic of the development of Germany. In Ger- 
many there has been no revolution (in the radical French sense), 
but at most internal growing pains and temporary disturbances. | 
However, gradualism in England is based on the fact that the 
conservative strata possessed an enormous elasticity and adapt- 
ability to new circumstances, and could therefore always ensure 

in advance ‘the maintenance of their power. The evolutionary 
character of German development, on the other hand, rested on 

the strong pressure of the ruling groups on the lower strata, pre- 
venting revolution. The existence of this strong barrier against in- 

ternal disturbances of all kinds is almost certaitily connected with 
thefact that the military set constituted the nucleus of the German 

social body. (‘This in its turn is connected with the geographical 


wt Ë. Zur Kit der Hegelschen Rechtsphilosophie, 


vol. I, pp. fF., posth ks t 
Marx and Engels, ed. Mehring. ce hetond.: cpsmacs hema 
» 2 Cf. de Maistre, ‘Nous ne voulons pas la contre-révolution mais le contraire de la 
révolution.’ . 


3 Cf. Ernst Troeltscly, Der Historismus und seine Probleme, vol. 1, 
Natysrecht und Humanitat in der Weltpolitik, Berlin, 1923; P. R. 
Ø französischer Konservati 


Tübingen, 1922; 
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situation, especially of Prussia between two enemy countries, 
which naturally led to the formation of a military state). And 
this meant a song backing for both the conservative movement 
and its intellectual and emoti$nal develépment. 

This difference in the character of the development of the two 
societies, evolutionary in both cases, in so far as it was free from 
sudden eruptiong, yet so essentially different in reality, must have 
had an effect on the form and structure of their respective ideol- 
ogies. It is most clearly reflected in the political antagdnisms as 
we noticed them emerge at the beginning of the period with which 
we are concerned, For a very long time in Germany, liberalism 
had no hold on conservatism, and influenced it very little. We 
have to wait until Stahl before we can detect the first traces of 
any liberal influence on conservatism. Up to that time, the two 
currents stood in sharp contrast to each other. On the other hand, 
the relations between Whigs and Tories in England up to 1790 
were such that it is hardly possible to express them in German 
terms at all. In particular, what were known in Germany as the 
‘Liberals’ in no way corresponded to the English Whigs. That the 
basic intention, the practical social motives behind conservatism 
were manifest in so sharp and pure a form in German thought, 
must be partly attributed to this almost antithetical structure of 
German political life, which produced a situation in which even 
the partial interpenetration of parties and social strata as it 
occurred in England was impossible. Further, of even greater 
importance was the ability of German conservatism to maintain 
itself intact in doubtful periods, and the fact that whereas, for 
a long time, conservatism developed quite independently of 
liberalism, liberalism allowed itself to be penetrated by conserva- 
tive elements. So far as we are in a position to judge, England 
never showed such a sharp polarization into extremes, even in the 
later period when the French Revolutich had played its part in 
sharpening social relations there. i 

Further, in Germany, quite half a*century ef uninterrupted 
intellectual development stood behind conservatism. It had 
therefore had time to educate itself and to equip itself philoso- 
phically without having to cope with the demands of a parlia- 
mentary life which, by continually embroiling it in factioral 
strife, would certainly have interfered with its purity and con- 
sistency.! As soon as parliamentary dife begins, the definite con- 
tours of Weltanschauungen and ideologies rapidly lose their sharp? 
ness. That they can still, though faded, penetrate through to the 
present, is due to the fact that the incubation period, so to speak, 
was a very long one, so that there was time for the ideology te 

1 A Conservative Parliamentary Party first appears at the Prussian Diet in 1847." 
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develop thoroughly and consistently according to its own logical 
principles. The magic of the French Revolutiom provided just 
the right stimulus to induce people to occupy themselves with 
these political and philosophical matters, while the hard facts 
of reality were not yet mature enough to demand action which 
inevitably leads to compromise and logical inconsistency. 

' This then is the situation: under the ideological pressure of the 
French Revolution there developed in Germany an intellectual 
counter-movement which retained its purely intellectual character 
over a long period and was thus able to develop its logical premises 
to the fullest possible extent. It was ‘thought through’ to the end. 
The counter-revolution did not originate in Germany; but it 
was in Germany that its slogans were most thoroughly thought 
out and pursued to their logical conclusions. 

The main stimulus actually came from England—much more 
politically developed than Germany at that time. It came from 
Burke. Germany contributed this process of ‘thinking through 
to the end’—a philosophical deepening and intensifying of ten- 
dencies which originated with Burke and were then combined 
with genuinely German elements. Even the way in which Burke 
is received and dealt with is characteristic, however. Burke was 
anything but what his first German translator Gentz and his friend 
A, Müller believed him to be. 

Müller makes him a reactionary, whereas Burke, although 
increasingly conservative as he got older, still retained so much of 
the concept of Liberty, that even the modern English liberals 
can quote him to their own advantage.! 

In other words, Germany achieved for the ideology of conser- 
vatism what France did for the Enlightenment—she exploited 
it to the fullest extent of its logical conclusions. The Enlighten- 
ment started in England, in the most forward and progressive 
area of capitalist development. It then went over to France— 
there to achieve its most radical, abstract atheistic and materialist 
form. Counter-yevolutionary criticism of the Fvench Revolution 
originated in the same way in England, but achieved its most 
consistent exposition on German soil. The really basic elements 
of thought, for instance of ‘historicism,’ are tevbe found in embryo 
nf Burke, Yet ‘historicism’, as 4 method and a philosophical out- 
look, appears to be a product of German conservative thought. 

„and when it ultimately appears in England, it is as a result of 
German influence. Maine, in his Ancient Law (1861), is the disciple 
of Savigny.? That conservatism in Germany was worked out to 
opid inuri lee tel rie ei, ai, 1013: 
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its logical concļusions, and that the antitheses in the predominant 
Weltanschauung of the time are so easily visible, can be attributed 
partly to the Jack of an important middle class, able to maintain 
an independent social balancé and thus to pursue an independent 
intellectual synthesis between the two extremes. In so far as such a 
middle class existed at all, it either developed intellectually within 
the framework bf conservatism, where it played a moderatiitg 
role of which we shall have to speak again later; or it lapsed into 
an extreme, liberal scholastic dogmatism which again dnly went 
to sharpen the extremes.! To this already existing impetus to 
separation into extremes was added another geographical one. 
Whereas the Rhineland and South Germany came under the 


-direct influence of France, and were thus the seat of German 


liberalism, Prussia and Austria were the main citadels of conserva- 
tism. This geographical difference, to say nothing of the economic 
differences, also went to sharpen the antithesis. 

Thus it is clear, taking all these factors together, why the anti- 
thesis between liberal and conservative thought is to be found 
in its sharpest and most logically consistent form in Germany in 
the first half of the nineteenth century, and why sociological 
forces here enabled a social development which remained at a 
complex and confused stage in France and England to achieve 
the greatest logical and structural consistency. This is why it is 
just. in this German period that we can follow in the sharpest 
outline the impact of social forces upon the very logical structure 
of thought, and why we chose this topic as a starting-point of our 
analysis of the significance of political elements in the development 
of thought. 

Our choice has the disadvantage, however, that it suggests that 
political action is always the centre around which styles of thought 
crystallize. This is not necessarily the case. Our contention is only 
that in the first half of the nineteenth éentury politics gradually 
becathe the centre around which the differences in both the funda- 
mental attitudes apd the Weltanschauufgen of various social groups 
developed. In other periods, religion might have been the crystal- 
lizing agency, and it only requires further explanation to show 
why in this perio politics were so decisive in the formation of 

1 It is not correct to say that ‘German thinking’ as such is conservative, or ‘that 
‘French thinking’ as such is oppositional and liberal. What can be maintained is only 
that conservative thought was most consistently developed in all its implicatigns in 
Germany, owing to certain peculiarities in the German sociological situation ; the sante 
applies, mutatis mutandis, to rationalism and libertarianism in France. A. de Toeque- 
ville already pointed out that the predominance of general ideas and deductive 
systems in French pre-revolutionary political writings was due to the particular socio- 
logical position of the French diterati of that period, rather¢than to some intrinsic 
any of the ‘esprit français’ (cf. L'Ancien Régime et la Révolution, 8th ed., p. 217, Rarfs, 
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styles of thought. In spite of this, however, it would be wrong to 
draw too clear-cut a distinction between politics and philosophy 
and to regard political thought as socially determined but not 
philosophy or other types of thinking. Such distinctions between 
philosophy, politics, literature, etc., only exist in textbooks and 
not in real life, since, given that they belong to the same style of 
thougiit, they must all emanate from a common centre. If only 
one penetrates deeply enough, one will find that certain philoso- 
phical assumptions lie at the basis of all political thought, and 
similarly, in any kind of philosophy a certain pattern of action 
and a definite approach to the world is implied. From our point 
of view, all philosophy is nothing but a deeper elaboration of a 
kind of action. To understand the philosophy, one has to under-: 
stand the nature of the action which lies at the bottom of it. This 
‘action’ which we have in mind is a special way, peculiar to each 
group, of penetrating social reality, and it takes on its most tangible 
form in politics. The political struggle gives expression to the aims 
and purposes which are unconsciously but coherently at work in 
all the conscious and half-conscious interpretations of the world 
characteristic of the group. r 
We do not mean that every philosopher is nothing but a,poli- 
__ tical propagandist, or even that he himself is necessarily committed 
consciously to a certain political point of view. A philosopher, or 
even an isolated thinker, may be quite unaware of the political 
implications of his thought, and yet develop attitudes and cate- 
gories of thought, the social genesis of which can be traced to a 
special type of political activity, Kant, for example, is the philoso- 
pher of the French Revolution, not primarily because he was in 
full sympathy with its political aims, but because the form of his 
thought (as reflected for example in his concept of the ratio, in his 
belief in gradual progress, in his general optimism, and so on), 
is of the same brand as that which was a dynamic force behind 
the activities of the French revolutionaries. It is the same form of 
active penetration into the world. It is this which unconsciously 
produces the categories and ways of interpretation common to 
those who are bound by the mutual bond of a common style of 
thought. ; v 
SECTION 1 
ae Modern Rationalism and the Rise of the 


Conservative Opposition 


Social differentiation reflects it 
of thought but also in a different 
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the ways in whjch people experience things emotionally, vary with 
their position*n society. we 

It has oke been pointed out that the most characteristic 
feature of modern thought is its attempt to achieve a thorough 
rationalization of the world. The growth of natural science is 
nothing more than a consistent pursuit of this aim, which no 
doubt existed in’earlier times. No one could deny the presénce f 
some rational element in medieval Europe or in the civilization 
of the Far East. But rationalization in those cases was only partial, 
since it tended to merge too readily into irrationality. The charac- 
teristic quality of capitalist bourgeois consciousness is that it knows 
no bounds to the process of rationalization. 

Modern rationalism as a method of thought finds its clearest 
and most radical application in the modern exact sciences. 
In that form it mainly arose in opposition to two main streams of 
thought—medieval Aristotelian scholasticism on the one hand, 
and the philosophy of nature of the Renaissance on the other. 
There is no better way of understanding the novel element in 
the rationalism of modern science than to investigate the aspects 
of these two streams of thought which it chiefly opposed. 

Thg Aristotelian conception of the world was opposed because of 
its qualitative approach, because it held that the form of a thing 
is determined by a teleological aim which inheres in it. The new 
thought strove for a conception of the world which would explain 
the particular in terms of general causes and laws and present 
the world as a mere compound of physical mass and physical 
forces. It was their desire to overcome qualitative thinking that 
impelled modern scientists to turn to mathematics and to make 
it the basis of their analysis of nature. 

The philosophy of nature of the Renaissance which at first 
continued to exert a considerable influence on the pioncers of 
scientific rationalism was opposed because of its magical elements 
and its tendency to think in terms of analogies. This side of the 
struggle reveals*agother aspect of mdédern rationalism. Ration- 
alization as an opponent of qualitative thinking and rationaliza- 
tion as an opponent of magical and analogical thinking are two 
fundamentally different phenomena which were then only acci- 
dentally united. if 

But behind both there stands a basic attitude which holds them 
together. It is the desire not to know more about things pene 
be expressed in a universally valid and demonstrable form, an 
not to incorporate them into one’s experience beyond that point. 
One tries to exclude from knowledge evefything that is bound up 
with particular personalities and that can bé proved only, t 
narrow social groups with common experiences, and to confine t 
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oneself to statements which are generally communicable and 
demonstrable. It is therefore a desire for knowledge which can 
be socialized. Now quantity and calculation belong to the sphere 
of consciousness which is demonstrable to everyone. The new 
ideal of knowledge was therefore the type of proof which is found in 

athematics, This meant a peculiar identification of truth ‘with 
universal validity. One started out from the wholly unwarranted 
assumption that man can know only where he can demonstrate 
his experience to all. Thus, both anti-qualitative and anti-magical 
rationalism, from a sociological point of view, amount to a dis- 
sociation of knowledge from personalities and concrete com- 
munities, to its being developed along wholly abstract lines (which, 
however, may vary among themselves). 

The characteristic of this conception of knowledge is that it 
ignores all concrete and particular aspects of the object and all 
those faculties of human perception which, while enabling the 
individual to grasp the world intuitively, do not permit him to 
communicate his knowledge to everybody. It eliminates the whole 
context of concrete relationships in which every piece of know- 
ledge is embedded. The theory, in other words, takes into account 
only general experience, an experience which is general.in a 
twofold sense. It relates to many objects and is valid for many 
subjects. The theory is interested only in the general aspects of 
objects and appreciates in man only that which ‘generalizes’, 
i.e. socializes him, that is to say, Reason. 

This ‘quantitative’ rationalist form of thought was possible 
because it arose as part of a new spiritual attitude and experience 
of things which may be described as ‘abstract’ in a related though 
not altogether identical sense.1 A symptom of this change is the 
decline, or eventual repression of pantheism which accompanies 
the tendency to ‘quantify? nature. 

It has often been pointed out that the rationalism of modern 
natural science has its parallel in the new economic system, With 
the substitution '6f a system of commodity prediction for a sub- 
sistence economy there takes place a similar change in the attitude 
towards things as in the change-over from qualitative to quanti- 
tative thinking about nature. Here too the qliantitative concep- 
tion of exchange value replaces the qualitative conception of use 
value. In beth cases therefore the abstract attitude of which we 
have been speaking prevails! It is an attitude which gradually 
comes to include all forms of human experience. In the end, 
even the ‘other man’ is experienced abstractly. In a patriarchal 
or feudal world the ‘other man’ is somehow regarded as a self- 

‘For an analogous 


5 ‘quantifying’ tendency’in ancient thought, Bric 
Plato und die sogenannten Pythagoreer, pp. 143 f, Halle, 1923.00 een Frank, 


. 

CONSERVATIVE THOUGHT ‘ ~ 278% 

contained unit, or at least as a member of an organic community.! 
In a society based on commodity production, he too is a com- 
modity, his lajour-power a calculable magnitude with which one 
reckons as with all other quantities. The result is that as capitalist 
organization expands, man is increasingly treated as an abstract 
calculable magnitude, and tends more and more to experience 
the outside world in terms of these abstract relations. ov’ 
The psychological possibility of approaching men and things 
differently of course remains, but now the possibility’ exists of 
treating the world abstractly in a systematic and consistent 
manner. As to the sociological factor which accounts for the 
growth of this consistent rationalism, the common view is no 


doubt correct, that it is the rising capitalist bourgeoisie. This 


must of course not be taken too crudely. It is not that every 
individual bourgeois approached the world in this way con- 
tinuously and at all times, but merely that the social aims of the 
bourgeoisie as the propagators of capitalism made such a con- 
sistently abstract and calculating form of experience possible. 
Other social strata could of course share and absorb this attitude 
to the world and to their environment. But it became really 
overwhelming and repressed all other tendencies, in those social 
strata whose daily life and work was immediately bound up with 
relations of this kind. 

Most attempts to describe the general development of modern 
thought tend to pay exclusive attention to the growth of ration- 
alism. The result is a picture quite incompatible with historical 
facts and the world as we know it. In fact, this mechanized world, 
this abstract form of experience and thought by no means exhaust 
what we know of our surroundings. A complete view of the present 
situation will reveal the falsity of a one-sided emphasis upon 
rationalism; it will lead us to recognize that the intuitive, quali- 
tative, concrete forms of thought which rationalism repudiates 
have*by no means disappeared altogether. r 

Our problemebęgins at this point artd the study of conservative 
thought takes on a practical importance. We want to know: 
what became of all those vital relationships and attitudes, and their 
corresponding modeseof thought, which were suppressed by the rise of a 
consistent rationalization? Did the merely sink into the past,sor 
were they in some way conserved? If they were conserved, in 
what form have they been handed down to us? 


As one might expect, they did in fact persist, but asis usually 


1 Cf. Marx on human relations in the Middle Ages: ‘The social relationshi 
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the case in history, they were submerged and became latent, 
manifesting themselves at most as a counter-current to the main- 
stream. They were taken up and developed further, at first by 
those social and intellectual strata which remained outside the 
capitalistic process of rationalization or at least played a passive 
role in its development. The personal concretely human relations 
which-previously held sway were kept alive in varying forms and 
degrees primarily in the peasant strata, in the petit-bourgeois 
groups which had descended directly from the handicraftsmen of 
earlier times, and in the aristocratic tradition of the nobility. 

In particular, we find that the unbroken tradition of the 
religious sects like the Pietists! maintained ways of life, attitudes 
and ways of experiencing things, particularly in their spiritual. 
life, which were bound inevitably to disappear from the lives both 
of the bourgeoisie as it became more and more drawn into the 
capitalist process and of the industrial working class. j 

Even these strata, however, bound up as they necessarily 
were with the rationalizing process of capitalism, did not entirely 
lose their original way of life. It merely disappeared from what 
we may call their public and official life. Their intimate relationships, 
in so far as they remained untouched by the capitalist process, 
continued to develop in a non-calculable, non-rationalized man- 
ner. They did not become abstract. In fact, the phenomenon 
to which Max Weber also refers, the gradual recession into privacy 
of certain spheres previously public (the spheres of life in which 
personal and religious feelings prevail), is in the nature of a com- 
pensation for the increasing rationalization of public life in general 
—in the workshop, in the market-place, in politics, etc. 

Thus the irrational and original relation of man to man and 
man to things is driven henceforth to the periphery of capitalist 
life—and this in two senses. In the first place it is driven to the 
periphery of the individial’s life in so far as in contrast to the 
increasingly ‘rational development of the more representative 
spheres of life only the more intimate and private of human re- 
lations remain vita! and alive in the old sense. Secondly, from the 
narrower point of view of social stratification: it is the repre- 
sentatives of the new social order, the bourgwoisie and the pro- 
letariat, which become more and more immersed in the new 
modes of life and thought, and it is only at the periphery of the 
new society—among the nobility, the peasants, and the petit- 
bourgeois—that the old traditions are kept alive. Here, at the peri- 
phery in both these senses, slumber the germs of a style of thought 
and life which at one time dominated the world. For a long time 


these germs remained hidden, and did not emerge as a ‘trend’, 


1 Cf. G. Salomon, Das Mittelalter als Ideal der Romantik, pp. 118 f, 
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as something cgnspicuous, until they became relevant to the social 
struggle and were adopted by the counter-revolutionary forcgs, 
who inscribedgthem on, their banner. 

The sociological significance of romanticism lies in its function 
as the historical opponent of the intellectual tendencies of the 
Enlightenment, in other words, against the philosophical expon- 
ents of bourgeos capitalism. It seized on the submerged ways bf 
life and thought, snatched them from oblivion, consciously 
worked them out and developed them further, and finally set 
them up against the rationalist way of thought. Romanticism 
took up just those spheres of life and behaviour which existed 
as mere undercurrents to the main stream of bourgeois rational- 

-ism. It made it its task to rescue these elements, to lend them new 
dignity and value and to save them from disappearance. ‘Com- 
munity’ is set up against ‘society’ (to use Toennies’ terminology), 
family against contract, intuitive certainty against reason, spiri- 
tual against material experience. All those partially hidden 
factors at the very basis of everyday life are suddenly laid bare by 
reflection and fought for. 

It is well known that romanticism developed from the En- 
lighgenment as antithesis to thesis.! No antithesis escapes condition- 
ing by the thesis it sets out to oppose, and romanticism suffered 
the same paradoxical fate; its structure was fundamentally con- 
ditioned by the attitudes and methods of that very movement of 
Enlightenment in opposition to which it originally developed. 

Romanticism tried to rescue these repressed irrational forces, 
espoused their cause in the conflict, but failed to see that the mere 
fact of paying conscious attention to them meant an inevitable 
rationalization. Romanticism achieved a rationalization which the 
bourgeois Enlightenment could never have carried through, not 
only because its methods would have roved inadequate to the 
task, but also because the psychic miterial in question would 
nevét have been significant enough for it to pay lasfing attention 
to it. Irrationaltsm, like everything elfe in a gives. period, can only 
be understood in terms of the prevailing intellectual climate. 
When this general climate is rationalist, then even irrational 
elements have to be submitted to rational reflection if they are to 
be understood. Thus romanticisth may be interpreted as a gatker- 
ing-up, a rescuing of all those attitudes and ways of life of ulti- 
mately religious origin which were repressed by the march of 
capitalist rationalism—but a gathgring-up and conserving at the 


1 Franz Oppenheimer calls romanticism an ‘intellectual counter-revolution’ and 
explains its genesis in terms of an ‘imitation par opposition’ in{Tarde’s sense (cf. System 
der Soziologie, vol. 1, pp. 4 M, Jenae 1922). Romanticism, however, was noe 


negation of the revolution; it had a positive content of its own, « 
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level of reflection. What the romanticists did was not to reconstruct 
oy revive the Middle Ages, religion, or the irrational as the basis 
and foundation of life; it was something entirely different: a 
reflexive and cognitive comprehension of these forces. This was 
by no means the original aim of romanticism; but, as it happened, 
it worked out suitable methods, modes of experience, concepts 
aiid means of expression for all those forces which were for ever 
inaccessible to Enlightenment. Thus all those ways of life and atti- 
tudes to men, things, and the world, which for almost a whole 
epoch had been largely invisible were once more brought to the 
surface. They were brought to the surface not, however, in their 
old form as the natural basis of social life, but as a task, as the 
content of a programme. 

Sociologically, these factors, once brought to the level of 
reflection, tended to link themselves up with certain anti-capitalist 
tendencies. 

All those social strata which were not directly interested in 
or were perhaps even menaced by the capitalist process and were, 
moreover, bound by tradition to the lost ways of life of the various 
pre-capitalist stages of social development, made use of their 
discoveries against the bourgeoisie and industrialism, The, his- 
torical alliance of the enlightened monarchy and the entrepreneur 
meant that both were interested in rationalism, while the feudal 
powers, small peasant proprietors and the petit-bourgeois strata 
which sprang from the old craft-guilds were all interested in vary- 
ing degreés in romanticism.! As these romantic elements emerged 
in a conscious, reflexive form, these strata all contribute something 
of their own to them. Especially, however, when it comes to a 
struggle round cultural questions in which these elements are 
consciously exploited, these strata invariably plunder romanticism 
for certain elements which they then incorporate into their own 
ideology. : 

The task of our investigation then is as follows. We have to 
show how the political and social ‘right-wing opposition’ not 
merely took up arms against the political and economic domina- 
tion of rising capitalism, but how it opposed it intellectually too, 
and gathered up all those spiritual and intellostual factors which 
were in danger of suppression as the result of a victory for bour- 
geois rationalism, even to the extent of working out a ‘counterlogic’. 

„Itis generally believed that the socialists were the first to criti- 
cize capitalism as a social system; in actual fact, however, there 
are many indications that this criticism was initiated by the right- 
wing opposition and was then gradually taken over by the left 
Opposition; we must, of course, try to find out what shifts of 
1 Cf. G. Salomon, op. cit., p. 111, pp. 118 f 
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emphasis madą this reception of ‘right-wing’ motifs by the ‘left- 
wing’ oppositibn possible. « 

In fact, the type of thought which aroge in conjunction with the 
proletariat and its social aims has much in common with the 
type associated with the right-wing opposition, but the essential 
structural differences between them must not be overlooked. 
The proletariat has grown out of capitalism; it is its own peculi&r 
creation and has no tradition behind it outside capitalism itself. 
The ‘fourth estate’ is no estate but a class. Its adherents have 
become blended into a unified class by having been torn out of 
the old background of ‘estates’ and ‘organic groups’ in which 
their ancestors had lived. With the rise of the new world, estates 
-tended to be eclipsed by classes, which increasingly took over the 
function of articulating collective action. Yet many groups, 
especially those with strong local, non-urban roots, performed the 
transition only gradually, and among urban groups, artisans 
retained many features of the old guild-mentality. The pro- 
letariat alone, herded together in factories, developed from an 
inchoate mass into a completely new class with its own traditions. 
In so far, however, as this new social entity emerged within the 
ratianalist epoch itself, it tended to exhibit rational characteristics 
of thought to a greater degree perhaps even than the bourgeoisie. 
Yet it would be a mistake to see in proletarian rationalism nothing 
but a variant of bourgeois rationalism. 

Its own dynamic, the logic of its own position, easily impels 
this type of rationalism to transform itself into a peculiar kind of 
irrationalism. 

The proletarian mode of life is essentially rational because its 
position in the world compels it to plan revolution on a calculatory 
basis even more than the bourgeoisie had done. The proletariat 
makes even revolution a matter of bureaucratic administration 
and transforms it into a ‘social movément’. Yet its brand of 
ratiofialism and bureaucratic management has very little in 
common with that desire for calculability chagacteristic of the 
successful bourgeoisie. Proletarian rationalism in fact, so long as 
it is in opposition, can never do without the irrational element at 
the basis of all révolutionary action, The utopian ideal of the 
bourgeois is to make every enterprise so calculable that every 
element of risk is completely eliminated. That this ideal is not 
realized, and that risk and uncertainty still adhere to capitalist 
enterprise, is due simply to the fact that the capitalist world is only 
partially rationalized, only partially based on a planned economy. 

On the other hand, even when the pertentage chance of success 
can be assessed, say in the case of a strike, by the use of strike 


statistics, and similar analyses, action is still not who lly dependent. 
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on a favourable outcome to the calculations, since the chances of 
feat are not really determinable in so far as revolutionary élan 
always remains an uncertain factor. A i, 2 

At this point it becomes quite clear that the social position of 
the proletariat forces it into irrationalism. The attempt at revo- 
lution, however planned and ‘scientific’ it may be, inevitably 
pzoduees an irrational ‘chiliastic’ element. Here’ lies its essential 
affinity with the ‘counter-revolution’. t i 

Proletarian thought has in many ways a significant affinity 
with conservative and reactionary thought. Although deriving 
from entirely different basic aims, this affinity nevertheless unites 
the two modes of thought in opposition to the aims of the bour- 
gcois capitalist world, and the abstractness of its thought. A 
further investigation—which cannot here be undertaken—of the 
fate of these inherently irrational ‘chiliastic’ elements in prole- 
tarian thought would have to show that they derive in the last 
resort from what may be called the ‘ecstatic consciousness’. One 
would have to show how from their beginning in the peasant 
revolts of the sixteenth century they became the germ of all 
revolutions, and how they were even retained as part of the other- 
wise extremely highly rationalized proletarian outlook on, the 
world. Here then we are confronted with a combination of the 
most extreme rationalism with some of the most extreme irrational 
elements; this shows that the ‘irrational’ proves on closer obser- 
vation more complex than we are at first inclined to imagine. 

An exhaustive analysis would need to show the very funda- 
mental difference between the irrational elements produced by 
the ‘ecstatic consciousness’, and that other type which we have 
hitherto for the sake of brevity described as the remains of the old 
religious tradition and frame of mind, and towards which Roman- 
ticism tended in a later epoch. 

At yet another point, however, the proletarian revolutionary con- 
sciousness is directly connected with the conservative tradition®—i.c. 
in dialectics, There was an*inner necessity in Marx’s taking over 
the idea of dialectic. from the conservative Hegel. The concept of 
dialectic—the logical sequence of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis— 
seems, on the surface, extremely rationalist, and indeed it was an 
attompt to condense the whole process of development into a single 
logical formula, and to present the whole of historical reality as 
rationally deducible. Yet thisetype of rationalism is nevertheless 
completely different from that other type which finds expression in 
the bourgeois ideal of the natural sciences. The latter seeks to estab- 
lish universal laws of nature; itis a democratic, non-dialectical type 
of thought. It is not surprising, therefore, that the latest, demo- 


cratic and ‘scientifically minded’ generation of socialists did 
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their best to gliminate the dialectical element from Marxism 
altogether. ‘ ° 

Thus, closertobservation of rationalism shows that it has differ- 
ent variants which we have to keep apart, just as we above found 
it necessary to distinguish between ‘chiliastic’ and contemplative 
mystical (romantic) irrationalism. 

As a matter of fact, as we shall see more clearly later dh, tlfe 
dialectic in Hegel serves to solve problems which are really 
romantic problems, and which live on in the historical school. 

The chief function of the dialectic is to provide a rational under- 
standing of the ‘historical individual’—i.e. of the individual in all 
his historical diversity and uniqueness. In the rational search 
for universal laws and generalizations the individual tends to be 
lost altogether; but the dialectical approach restores him as a 
component part of a unique process of historical growth and 
development. Thus the attempt to understand the essentially 
irrational, historically unique individual in rational terms consti- 
tutes a paradox within dialectics, sinceit produces a form ofrationali- 
zation which must involve the supersession of rationalism itself. 

The second function of all dialectics which relates to its inner 
meaging rather than to its external formula is to trace the ‘inner 
line’ of growth of a civilization. Here again, therefore, it rational- 
izes what is essentially irrational and foreign in every way to non- 
dialectical, naturalist thought. 

In the third place, dialectics is a form of approach which seeks 
to find a meaning in an historical process. It is a philosophical 
rationalization of history. It therefore involves a form of rationality 
which it is very difficult to reconcile with the positivism of natural 
science, to which all ethical evaluations and metaphysics in general 
are completely alien. 

Taking all this into consideration, we are forced to admit 
that already through Hegel a close alliance is effected between 
ratioflalism and conservative thought—notwithstanding the fact 
that the latter isfar removed from thatform of nesuralist rational- 
ism which considers everything as calculable. That Marxism could 
go such a long way with the Hegelian school of historical thought, 
that it was at all possible that it shoyld oppose the natural-law 
tradition in bourgeois thought in fhe same way as did the historiéal 
school, although from a different point of view, indicates that both 
had factors in common which must not be overlooked. oes 

Nevertheless, in spite of all these affinities and similarities 
between proletarian and conservative thought, the basis of the 
proletarian mentality is strictly rational and fundamentally re- 
lated to the positivist trend of ‘bourgeois philosophy. This positivist 


basis is clear in the way in which the proletarian philosophy of « 
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history derives the dynamic of events from the social and economic 
spheres and interprets the movement of ideas in terms of a social 
movement centred round the economic organizajion of society. 
At this point, proletarian thought therefore embodies the 
gradually developed bourgeois concept of the primacy of the 
economic sphere. Proletarian thought is therefore rationalin so 
far asit must pass through capitalism as a necessary phase in 
historical development; in a certain sense it is even more rational 
in that it has not merely to accept the process of capitalist develop- 
ment, but actually to accelerate its tempo. To the same extent, it is, 
however, irrational in so far as it is forced to rely on a ‘self- 
reversing’ tendency in capitalism; this self-reversal represents an 
element of irrationality or even ‘super-rationality’ as opposed to 
the directly traceable particular causal relations of bourgeois 
rationality. 

However, it is not our task here to follow all this out in detail. 
We found it necessary to refer to proletarian thought in order to 
be better able to understand our historical period. 

Our own field now narrows itself down. We shall be dealing 
with a strictly delimited phase in the development of thought. 
Our problem then is to trace the development of conservative 
thought in the first half of the nineteenth century in Germany, 


` and to relate this development to the social background of the 
time, 


SECTION 2 
The Meaning of Conservatism 


1. Traditionalism and conservatism 


Let us begin by analysing more exactly what we mean by ‘con- 
servatism.’ Is conservatism a phenomenon universal to all man- 
kind, or is itan entirely new product of the historical and socio- 
logical conditions of our own time? The answer is that both sorts 
of conservatism exist. On the one hand, there’is the sort that is 
more or less universal, and, on the other hand, there is the defi- 
nitely modern sort which is the product of particular historical 
and social circumstances, and which has its own peculiar tradi- 
tions, form and structure. We could call the first sort ‘natural 
conservatisny’,! and the second sort ‘modern conservatism’, were 
it tot that the word ‘natural’ is already heavily burdened with 
many different meanings. It‘will perhaps be better therefore if 
we adopt Max Weber’s term ‘traditionalism’ to denote the first 


2 Cf. Lord Hugh ec, Conservatism, Hi we at T 
» Kridwledge, pp. g f., New York and Loedon, © University Library of Modern 
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type; so that when we speak of ‘conservatism’ we shall always - 
mean ‘modern’ conservatism—something essentially differept 
from mere ‘traditionalism.’ z = 

Traditionalism signifies a® tendency to cling to vegetative 
patterns, to old ways of life which we may well consider as fairly 
ubiquitous and universal. This ‘instinctive’ traditionalism may 
be seen as the oréginal reaction to deliberate reforming tendencies. 
In its original form it was bound up with magical elements in 
consciousness; conversely, among primitive peoples, r€spect for 
traditional ways of life is strongly linked with the fear of magical 
evils attendant on change.! Traditionalism of this kind also exists 
today, and is often similarly connected with magical hang-overs 

from the old consciousness. Traditionalism is not therefore 
necessarily bound up, even today, with political or other sorts of 
conservatism. ‘Progressive’ people for instance, regardless of 
their political convictions, may often act ‘traditionalistically’ to a = 
very large extent in many other spheres of their lives. á 

Thus, we do not intend the term ‘conservatism’ to be understood 
in a general psychological sense. The progressive who acts ‘trad- 
ditionalistically’ in private or business life, or the conservative 
cs ‘progressively’ outside politics, should make the point 
clear. 

The word ‘traditionalist’ describes what, to a greater or less 
degree, is a formal psychological characteristic of every indivi- 
dual’s mind. ‘Conservative’ action, however, is always dependent 
on a concrete set of circumstances. There, is no means of knowing in 
advance what form a ‘conservative’ action in the political sense 
will take, whereas the general attitude implied in the term ‘tra- 
ditionalist’ enables us to calculate more or less accurately what a 
‘traditionalist’ action will be like. There is no doubt, for instance, 
what the traditionalist reaction to the introduction of the railway 
will be. But how a conservative will reatt can only be determined 
appr6ximately if we know a good deal about the conserviitive movement 
in the period and in the country untler discussign. We are not 
concerned here to enumerate all the different.factors which go to 
produce a particular type of conservatism in a particular country 
at a particular pexiod. This much is clear, however, that acting 
along conservative lines (at arfy rafe in the political spheze) 
involves more than automatic responses of a certain type; it means 
that the individual is consciously er unconsciously guided by a 
way of thinking and acting which has its own history ‘behind it, 
before it comes into contact with the individual. This contact with 


. 
_ 1 Cf. Max Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, p. 19, Tübingen, 1922. (This ‘tragi- 

tionalism’ obviously has nothing to doswith the French ‘traditionalism’ of a de Maistre 

or de Bonald.) A 3 
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the individual may under certain circumstances change to some 
extent the form and development of this way of thinking and acting, 
but even when the particular individual is no longer there to partici- 
pate in it, it will still have its own history and development apart 
from him. Political conservatism is therefore an objective mental 
structure, as opposed to the ‘subjectivity’ of the isolated individual. 

_I® is fot objective in the sense of being eternally’ and universally 
valid. No a priori deductions can be made from the ‘principles’ of 
conservatism. Nor doesit existapart from the individuals who realize 
it in practice and embody it in their actions. It is not an immanent 
principle with a given law of development which the individual 
members of the movement merely unfold—possibly in unconscious 
fashion—without adding anything of their own. In one word, 
conservatism is not an objective entity in any rightly or wrongly 
understood Platonist sense of the pre-existence of ideas. But as 

. compared with the hic et nunc experience of the particular indi- 
vidual it has a certain very definite objectivity. 

In order to grasp the peculiar nature of this objective mental 
structure, we must first draw a careful distinction between eternal 
validity and objectivity. A content may be objective in the sense 
that it exists apart from the hic et nunc experience of the individual 
—as something intended by him—and yet it need not be a time- 
less content. A structure may be objective—it may transcend the 
individual which it has temporarily caught up in the stream of its 
experience—yet it may at the same time be restricted in its vali- 
dity, subject to historical change, and merely reflect the develop- 
ment of the particular society in which it is found. An objective 
mental structure in this sense is a peculiar agglomeration of spiri- 
tual and intellectual elements which cannot be regarded as at all 
independent of the individuals who are its carriers since its pro- 
duction, reproduction and further development depend entirely 
on the fate and spontaneous development of these latter. The 
structure may nevertheless be objective in the sense that the 
isolated individyal could tiever produce it alone, since he can 
only belong to some one phase of its historical development, and 
in the sense that it always outlives its individual carriers. Both 
nominalism and realism miss the essence of the objectivity of a 
mental structure in this serise. Nominalism never gets to the root 
of the matter because it always tries to dissolve the objective 
structure into the isolated experiences of individuals (cf. Max 
aot s seat i of ‘intended meaning’), while realism never gets 
i “ad a ae his nate and ‘validity’ it understands some- 

aphysical, entirely independent of the nature 
and fate of the particular individuals and carriers, something 
cotistant and normative (pre-existing). Between thése extremes 
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there is, however, a third alternative which is neither nominalism 
nor realism. This is what I call a dynamic, historical structural 
configuration;¢a concgpt implying a type of objectivity which 
begins in time, develops and declines through time, which is 
closely bound up with the existence and fate of concrete human 
groups, and is in fact their product. It is nevertheless a trul 

‘objective’ mental structure, because it is always ‘there’ ‘Befort? 
the individual at any given moment, and because, as compared 
with any simple range of experience, it always maintains its own 
definite form—its structure. And although at any given moment 
such an objective mental structure may show the existence of some 
ordering principle in the way in which the experiences and ele- 
ments of which it is composed are related, it must on no account 
be regarded as ‘static’, The particular form and structure of 
these related experiences and elements can be indicated only 


approximately and only for certain periods, since the structure is 


dynamic and constantly changing. Moreover, it is not merely 
dynamic, but also historically conditioned. Each step in the pro- 
cess of change is intimately connected with the one before, since 
each new step makes a change in the internal order and relation- 
ships 9f the structure as it existed at the stage immediately before, and 
is not therefore entirely ‘out of the blue’ and unconnected with 
the past. Thus we can speak of a growth, of a development. It is 
a development the inner meaning of which, however, can only 
subsequently be grasped. 

Within every dynamic historical structural configuration, we 
can discern a distinctive ‘basic intention’ (Grundintention) , which the 
individual makes his own in the measure that his own experience 
becomes determined by the ‘structural configuration’ as such. 
Even this ‘kernel’, this basic intention, however, is not eternally 
valid regardless of time and history. It too has arisen in the course 
of history and in close connection with tlie fate of concrete, living 
humafi beings. 

Conservatism és just such an historifally develeped, dynamic, 
objective esi Fak configuration. People experience, and act, in 
a ‘conservative’ way (as distinct from a merely ‘traditionalist’ 
way) in so far, andeonly in so far, as they incorporate themselves 
into one of the phases of development of this objective mentãi 
structure (usually into the contemporary phase), and. behave in 
terms of the structure, either by simply reproducing it in whale, 
or in part, or by developing it further by adapting it to a particular 
concrete situation. ; 

Only when the peculiar nature of the objectiyity of a dynamic 
structural configuration has been grasped can ont be in a position 
to distinguish ‘conservative’ frém ‘traditionalist’ behaviour. 

B.8.—7 
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Traditionalist behaviour is almost purely reactize.! Conservative 
behaviour is meaningful, and moreover is meaningful in relation to 
circumstances which change from epoch to epochs It is therefore 
clear why there is no necessary contradiction in the fact that a 
politically progressive man can react in an entirely traditionalist 
way in his everyday life. In the political sphere, he lets himself 
Ge guided more or less consciously by an objective, structural 
configuration; in his everyday life, his behaviour is merely reactive. 
Two points now arise. Firstly the term ‘conservatism’ must not be 
assumed to be a purely political one, although on the whole, as 
we shall see, its political aspect is perhaps the rather more import- 
ant one. Conservatism also implies a general philosophical and 
emotional complex which may even constitute a definite style of 
thought. Secondly, conservatism as an objective historical struc- 
tural configuration must not be assumed to include no tradition- 
alist elements within itself, Quite the contrary, We shall see, 
in fact, that conservatism takes a particular historical form of 
traditionalism and develops it to its logical conclusions. 

Nevertheless, in spite of this apparent overlapping of the two 
phenomena, or maybe even because of it, the distinction between 
merely traditionalist and conservative behaviour is a very clear 
one. Precisely because of its purely formal, semi-reactive nature, 
traditionalist behaviour has practically no traceable history, 
whereas conservatism, on the other hand, is an entity with a clear 
historical and social continuity, which has arisen and developed 
in a particular historical and social situation, as the best of all 
guides to history—language—clearly demonstrates; the very 
word ‘conservatism’ is a new one of comparatively recent 
origin. 

It was Chateaubriand who first lent the word its peculiar 
meaning when he called the periodical he issued to propagate 
the ideas of the clerical and political Restoration, The Con- 
servative.2 The word entered into general use in Germany-in the 
thirties, and was officially adopted in England ia 1835.4 We can 
take the emergence of a new terminology to indicate the emer- 


gence of a new social phenomenon, although of course it tells us 
little about the latter’s actual nature. n 


2. The sociological background of modern conservatism 


« „Modern conservatism differs from traditionalism primarily in 
that it is a function of one „particular historical and sociological 
1 Ibid., p. 2. 

2 Cf. the article 
keimai 192 
4 Cf. Lord Hugh Cecil, op. cit., p. 64. 


‘Konservativ by Rackfahl in Politisches Handwörterbuch, cd. P. Herre, 
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situation. Traditionalism is a general psychological attitude which 
expresses itself in different individuals as a tendency to clingeto 
the past and ‘a fear @f innoyation. Bug this elementary psycho- 
logical tendency may attain a special function in relation to the 
social process. What was formerly merely a psychological charac- 
teristic common to all men, under certain circumstances becomes 
a central factor fending coherence to a particular trend in thé socfal 
process. 

This development of the traditionalist attitude into the nucleus 
of a definite social trend does not take place spontaneously: it 

“takes place as a response to the fact that ‘progressivism’ had 
already constituted itself as a definite trend. 

Traditionalism is essentially one of those dormant tendencies 
which each individual unconsciously harbours within himself. 
Conservatism, on the other hand, is conscious and reflective from 
the first, since it arises as a counter-movement in conscious opposi- 
tion to the highly organized, coherent and systematic ‘progressive’ 
movement, 

The emergence of a conscious conservative movement is there- 
fore already an indication that the modern social and intellectual 
world has developed a particular structure of its own. The mere 
existence of conservatism as a coherent trend means that history 
is developing more and more in terms of the interaction of such 
comprehensive ‘trends’ and ‘movements’, some of which are 
‘progressive’ and further social change, while others are ‘retro- 
gressive’ and retard it. 

That such ‘trends’ can arise is explained by the fact that society 
today is gradually achieving a new dynamic unity, at the expense 
of all the old, scattered, self-contained provincial feudal units 
which are increasingly absorbed into national units; these latter 
may later coalesce further into supra-national ones. Although at 
first nations remain to a large extent socially and culturally auto- 
nomdus, the fundamental economic and social problem in all 
modern states $ go structurally similår that it # not surprising 
that parallel social and intellectual divisions+are reproduced in 
them all. 

These structural problems common {o all modern states include 
the following: (I) the achievement of national unity, (II) the 
participation of the people in the government of the country, 
(III) incorporation of the state in the world economic order, 
(LV) solution of the social question.\ 

They appear to be of such importance for the social as well 


1 Cf. L, Bergstriisser, ‘Geschichte der politischen Parteien intDeutschland’, Schrifign- 
reihe der Verwaltungsakademie Berlin, No. 4, 2nd ed., p. 5, Mannheim, Berlirteand 
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as for the intellectual life of the community that there is a marked 
tendency for all divisions within it to develop in close relation 
to the tensions arising frem attempts to salve thesé fundamental 

roblems of social structure. Religious struggles have gradually 
kea transformed into political struggles, and in the English 
Revolution political divisions can already be clearly seen through 
tle guise of religious divisions. The nearer we approach the nine- 
teenth century, the more does this become true of other intellectual 
phenomena as well, and the more easily can they be described 
along party lines, in terms of their direct or indirect relation to 
social and political problems. 

Accordingly, at the same time as a conscious, functionalized, 
political conservatism emerges as a distinct political force, 
conservatism transcends the political sphere proper and comes to 
imply also a particular form of experience and thought. At approxi- 
mately the same time as, or perhaps even a little earlier than, 
political conservatism, there emerged a corresponding Weltan- 
Schauung and conservative mode of thought. ‘Conservative’ and 
‘liberal’ in our terminology, in relation to the first half of the 
nineteenth century, signify something more than different political 
aims. The terms imply in each case a quite specific affinity with 
quite different philosophies and therefore also imply quite differ- 
ent modes of thought. Thus the word ‘conservative’ connotes, so 
to speak, an entire, comprehensive world structure; the socio- 
logical definition of this word (which necessarily includes more 
than its historical political definition) must therefore take into 
account that historical configuration which brought forth a new 
term as the expression of a new fact. 

To find out why ‘modern conservatism’ emerged so late in 
history, we must turn to the various historical and social factors 
the conjunction of which provided the prerequisite conditions 
for its development. The following factors occurring together 
would appear to create the necessary historical and sociological 
conditions for tke rise of conservatism: 


(i) The status of historical-social forces must cease to be a 
static one. It must become a dynamic process'bf oriented change. 
Individual events must to an increasing extent in every sphere 
point to the key problem of the growth of the social body. At first 

will happen unwittingly; later, however, it will become 
conscious and voluntary, and.at the same time the exact import- 
ance of each element for the development of the whole will become 
clearer. The number of isolated self-sufficient social units which 
previously existed will also diminish accordingly. The most 
commonplace action, however unimportant in itself, will now 
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contribute something to the general process of development, and 
either further or hinder it!: and it becomes increasingly possikle 
to describe every cry and every attitude in terms of its function 
in relation to the deve opment of society as a whole. 

(ii) Further: the dynamics of this process must to an increasing 
extent derive from social differentiation. Different classes must 
arise (‘horizontal’ social groupings, reacting to events in £ mote 
or less homogeneous way). Some will tend to push social develop- 
ment forward, while others will hold it up, or even consciously 
work to set it back. 

(iii) Further: ideas must also be differentiated along these lines, 
and the major trends in thought, whatever mixtures and syntheses 


-may be produced, must correspond to the broad lines of this social 


differentiation. 

(iv) Finally: this social differentiation (into groups with differ- 
ent functions in relation to the social process—some forwarding 
and others retarding it), must take on an increasingly political 
(and later even a purely economic) character.2 The political 
factor must be autonomous, and must become the primary 
nucleus around which new groupings crystallize. 


To put it briefly, the development and widespread existence 
of conservatism, as distinct from mere traditionalism, is due in 
the last retort to the dynamic character of the modern world; to 
the basis of this dynamic in social differentiation; to the fact that 
this social differentiation tends to draw the human intellect along 
with it and forces it to develop along its own lines; and finally 
to the fact that the basic aims of the different social groups do not 
merely crystallize ideas into actual movements of thought, but 
also create different antagonistic Weltanschauungen and different 
antagonistic styles of thought. In a word—traditionalism can only 
become conservatism in a society in whith change occurs through 


the rfiedium of class conflict—in a class society. This"is the socio- 
logical background of modern conservatism. «œ 


1 In medieval times, too, there existed progressive centres, bearers of a dynamic 
principle: the towns. Thay were, however, isolated within a static world. So far as we 
can see, the international culture of the Middle Ages, as represented by the Church, 
lacked this element of ‘oriented change’ in which every event assumes a function 
affecting the whole. On the difficulties of forming parties in a feudal world, ef. K. 
cee np Deutsche Geschichte, Suppl. 11, segond half-volume, p. 53, Freiburg, m 

reisgau, 1904. ‘ 

` Gi. Emil Lederer, ‘Das ökonomische Elemant und die politische Idee im modernen 
Parteiwesen’, in ange iind Politik, vol. 5, 1911. Intellectual life in Germany 1s 
definitely split up into a liberal and a conservative cyrrent only after 1840. The exist- 
ence of a conservative and a liberal ‘style of thought’, , had been apparent 
much earlier (in fact, from the French Revolution onward). Ideological — 
Germany somehow antedated the emérgence of the corresponding social struct 
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3. Morphology of conservative thought 4 


onservatism can be studied from two points of view. Either 
one can regard it as a unit, as the relatively self-contained and fully 
developed result of an evolutionary process, or one can emphasize 
its dynamic aspect and study the genetic process which gives rise 
te tha? final product. P 
We shall have to utilize both approaches. For the moment, 
however, òur task is to arrive at a general descriptive characteriza- 
tion of the style of thought underlying German conservatism, 
and we shall therefore take its historical development for granted, 
and consider it in its final form. We shall deal with its historical 
development in the next section, but this historical analysis can- 
not be attempted before we have examined certain fundamental 
factors, which determine the process. 
- Our first task then, to which we now turn, is to give a relatively 
undifferentiated description of early nineteenth-century German 
conservative thought. This must be divided into two stages, Firstly 
we must deal with the inarticulate group experience which pro- 
vides what we have called the basic intention out of which the style 
of thought first grows. Then we can turn to the fully articulated 
theoretical statements expressing the conservative style of thought, 
and try to work out that key problem which gives this style of thought 
its theoretical unity, determines its growth, and makes its inter- 
pretation possible. 


(a) The basic intention behind conservative thought 


One cannot help pushing one’s analysis of a style of thought 
right back to this basic intention, and there is only one safeguard 
against arbitrary constructions with no basis in reality. As far 
as possible, we must always adhere strictly to the authentic mani- 
festations of the trend of thought which we are analysing. 

This inner core, this drive at the heart of conservative thought, 
is undoubtedly-velated to what we have called’ traditionalism. 
Conservatism in a certain sense grew out of traditionalism: indeed, 
it is after all primarily nothing more than traditionalism become 
conscious. Nevertheless, the two are not Synonymous, since 
traditionalism only takes on its specifically conservative features 
when it becomes the expression of a very definite, consistently 
maintained way of life and*thought (which first develops in 
Opposition to the revolutionary attitude), and when it functions as 
such, as a relatively autonomous movement in the social process. 

One of the most essential characteristics of this conservative 
way of life and thought seems to be the way in which it clings to 
the immediate, the actual, the concrete. The result is a quite new, 
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very definite fetling for the concrete which is reflected in the modern 
use of the term ‘concrete’ with anti-revolutionary implicatione.! 
To experiencé and to think ‘concretely’ now comes to mean to 
desire to restrict the range of one’s activities to the immediate 
surroundings in which one is placed, and to abjure strictly all 
that may smack of speculation or hypothesis. $ 
Non-romantië conservatism always starts with the particular 
case at hand, and never broadens its horizon beyond its own 
particular surroundings. It is concerned with immediate action, 
with changing concrete details, and therefore does not really 
trouble itself with the structure of the world in which it lives. On 
the other hand, all progressive activity feeds on its consciousness of 
-the possible. It transcends the given immediate present, by seizing 
on the possibilities for systematic change which it offers. It fights 


the concrete, not because it wants to replace it merely by another 


Jorm of the concrete but because it wants to produce another systematic 
starting-point for further development. 

Conservative reformism consists in the substitution of individual 
factors by other individual factors (‘improvements’).? Progressive 
reformism tends to do away with an undesirable fact by reforming 
the ¢ntire surrounding world which makes its existence possible. 
Thus progressive reformism tends to tackle the system as a whole, while 
conservative reformism tackles particular details. : 

The Conservative only thinks in terms of a system as a reaction, 
either when he is forced to develop a system of his own to counter 
that of the progressives, or when the march of events deprives 
him of all influence upon the immediate present, so that he would 
be compelled to turn the wheel of history backward in order to 
regain influence. 

This contrast between concrete and abstract thought, which 
is primarily one of the ways of one’s experiencing his environment, 
and only secondarily one of thought as such, together with the 
fact fhat in its modern form it is based on a difference of funda- 
mental politica? experience, supplies a crucial instance of styles of 
experience becoming socially functionalized. * 

The emergence of a specifically modern society seems to depend 
on whole classes d@voting themselves Jo the disintegration of the 


2 As a Prussian jurist, Bekker, expressed it: ‘We wg a good administration 
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existing social structure. Their thought is necessarily abstract—it 
lives on the potential and possible; whereas the thought and ex- 
perience of those who seek to preserve the present and retard 
progress is necessarily concrete, and fails to break through the 
existing structure of society. . 

The peculiar nature of conservative concreteness is perhaps 
hardly more clearly to be seen than in its concept of property, as 
contrasted with the ordinary modern bourgeois idea of it. In this 
connection there is a very interesting essay of Méser’s in which he 
traces the gradual disappearance of the old attitude towards 
property and compares it with the modern concept of property 
which had already begun to show its influence in his own time. 


In his essay ‘Von dem echten Eigentum’! he shows that the old - 


‘genuine property’ was bound up with its owner in an entirely 
different way from property today. Before, there was a peculiarly 
vital, reciprocal relationship between property and its owner. 
Property in its old ‘genuine’ sense carried with it certain privi- 
leges for its owner—for instance, it gave him a voice in affairs 
of state, the right to hunt, to become a member of a jury. Thus it 
was closely bound up with his personal honour and so in a sense 
inalienable. When, for example, the owner of the property changed, 
the right to hunt did not go with the property to the new owner, 
and the retention of the right to hunt by the original owner was a 
living testimony to the fact the new proprietor was not the ‘real’ 
one. Similarly, a man of ancient nobility who might purchase 
property from a mere homo novus was equally unable to transfer 
to his newly acquired estate the character of ‘true’ property 
merely by virtue of his own fund of personal nobility. ‘Thus 
there existed a completely non-transferable, reciprocal relationship 
between a particular piece of property and a particular owner. 

In Méser’s time the feeling for this relationship still existed, 
although all linguistic trace of it had long since disappeared, He 
laments its loss when he says: ‘How imperfect is the languagé and 
philosophy thatmo longer has any special way of expressing these 
fundamental distinctions.’ 

Here we see clearly what a wealth of pre-theoretical, inarticu- 
late experience, embodying relationships of a*most concrete kind 
between person and property, there was in feudal society, in place 
of which the abstract concept of bourgeois property emerged, 
suppressing the old concreteness of experience. Later theories, 
especially the romantic-conseryative type, all reach back towards 
this feudal conservative concept of property, the essence of which 
Méser caught, so to speak in its last moments. 


ee. Justus Möser, Sämtliche Werke (Complète Works’ ed. B. R, Abeken, vol. 4 
’ pi 
( ), , , 
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A. Miiller! regards possessions as extensions of the limbs of the 
human body, and he describes feudalism as the amalgamatien 
of person and thing. He attrikutes the decline of this relationship 
to the adoption of Roman law, and speaks of a “Roman French 
revolution’ (op. cit., vol. 1, p. 281) on which he lays all the 
blame. a 

These are all mere echoes of the past in an openly partisan vein. 
Their significance lies in the fact that such living rel tionships 
extending to things did once exist. This emphasis on the ‘intimacy’ 
between property and owner continues right down to Hegel. 

For Hegel the essence of property is that ‘I make a thing the 
vehicle of my will’,? and ‘the rationale of property consists, not 
in that it satisfies our needs, but in that it helps personality become 
something more than mere subjectivity.’ It is also interesting 
to note here something which we shall have occasion to observe 
again later—how the Left opposition to bourgeois capitalist 
thought learns from the Right opposition to bourgeois thought. 
The abstractness of human relationships under capitalism which is 
constantly emphasized by Marx and his followers was originally 
the discovery of observers from the conservative camp. 

We are not suggesting that this distinction between the concrete 
and abstract approach was never known in earlier times: we are 
merely pointing out that two quite different ways of experiencing 
history have gradually developed at opposite extremes and have 
been embodied in the general form of experience characteristic 
of different groups according to their position in the dynamic 
social process. 

Another key concept for any analysis of different styles of 
thought and ways of experiencing is that of Liberty. 

Revolutionary liberalism understood by liberty in the economic 
sphere the release of the individual from his medieval connections 
with state and guild. In the political sphere they ungerstood by 
it the fight of the individual to do as he wishes and thinks fit, and 
especially his right,to the fullest exercise of the inalienable Rights 
of Man. Only when it encroaches on the liberty of fellow citizens 
does man’s freedom know any bounds according to this concept.4 
Equality, then, is tle logical corgllary, of this kind of liberty— 
—without the assumption of political equality for all men it Í 


1 Cf. Adam H. Müller, Die Elemente der Staatskuast (1809), ed. J. Baxa, vol. 1, pp. 156. 
162 f., Vienna and Leipzig, 1922. 
2 Philosophie des Rechts, ed. Lasson, p. 302. if 


3 Ibid., p. 297- 

4Cr. the French ‘Declaration of the Rights of Marr and of the Citizen’; ‘Liberty 
consists in doing anything that does no harm to others; thus,fthe only limits oy 
natural rights of any man are those wkich gogoti the same rights to the o 
members of society. These limits can only be fixed by law.’ <3 
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meaningless. Actually, however, revolutionary liberalism never 
thought of equality as anything more than a postulate. It certainly 
never took it as a matter of empirical fact, and indeed never 
demanded equality in practice for all men, except in the course of 
economic and political struggles. Yet conservative thought twisted 
this postulate into a statement of fact, and made it appear as if 
the liberals were claiming that all men were in fact and in all 
respects equal. 

Nevertheless, out of this sociologically determined misunder- 
standing there grew, as often before, a new insight into the actual 
differentiation of trends of thought. Just as in the case of the con- 
cept of property, conservative thought once more rescued an 
earlier, almost submerged way of thinking and experiencing 
things, and, by making it explicit, enabled it to play an active 

_role in the dynamic process. 

Political necessity compelled the conservatives to develop their 
own concept of liberty! to oppose that of the liberals, and they 
worked out what we may call the qualitative idea of liberty to 
distinguish it from the revolutionary equalitarian concept. The 
counter-revolutionary opposition had a sound enough instinct 
not to attack the idea of freedom as such; instead, they,,con- 
centrated on the idea of equality which stands behind it. Men, 
they claimed, are essentially unequal, unequal in their gifts and 
abilities, and unequal to the very core of their beings. Freedom 
therefore can only consist in the ability of each man to develop 
without let or hindrance according to the law and principle of 
his own personality. A, Müller? for instance says: ‘Nothing could 
be more inimical to freedom as I have described it . . . than the 
concept of an external equality. If freedom is simply the general 
striving of the most varied natures for growth and development, 
nothing more contradictory to this could be conceived than a 
false notion of freedom which would remove all the individual 
peculiarities, i.e. all the heterogeneity of these natures,’ 

This is alseethe romantic conservative idea of liberty, which 
now acquires political point. The revolutionary liberal, thinking 
abstractly in terms of the possible and not the actual, clings with 
an ‘abstract optimism’ to the principle of untversal equality, or at 
1east of equal opportunity among men, and conceives of no bounds 
to an indiwidual’s liberty except those set by the existence of other 

men. But the romantic thiaker sees freedom limited by what 
Simmel called ‘the individual law’ of development within which 


1 Cf. Müller, op. cit., vol. 1, ‘pp. 156, 313, also Baxa’s note in his edition of Müller, 
za ep 334. Further see E. Rothacker, ‘Savigny, Grimm, Ranke’, in Hist. Zschr., 
#1 128, pp. 440, 1923. 1 
2 Op. cit., vol. 1, p. 151. 
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each must find defined both his potentialities and his limita- 
tions. e 


This kind of libertys vested, in the nature of individuality, is- 
typically romantic, and hence dangerously close to a kind of . 
anarchistic subjectivism. Although the conservatives succeeded 
in subjectivizing the problem of liberty (thus blunting its pevos 
lutionary edge), the subjective anarchy with which they rep aced 
the external political anarchy created by the liberal congept still 
contained a potential menace to the security of the state. The 
realization of this caused an immediate tendency in romantic 
thought (then in the process of becoming conservative) to detach 
the concept of ‘qualitative liberty’ from the individual and to 
transfer it to the so-called ‘true bearers’, the ‘true subjects’ of 
liberty, namely the larger collectivities, “organic communities’, 
the estates. Henceforth the estates became the bearers of that inner 
principle of growth, in the unrestricted development of which lies 
liberty. This makes it clear that the qualitative concept of liberty 
derives at least in part from feudal thinking. The ‘liberty’ of the 
different estates under feudalism which meant their ‘privileges’, 
and the distinctly qualitative and non-egalitarian flavour which 
was cgntained in the medieval concept, is here revived once more.! 
Even in its new form, however, the concept is still fraught with 
danger to the state and the position of the ruling groups within 
it, as later conservatism is well aware. Hence, an attempt is later 
made to select qualitatively different individual or corporative 
‘liberties’ in such a way that they can subordinated to a higher 
principle, representing the whole of society. The historical school, 
Hegel, Stahl and others, differ among themselves only in their 
conception of this overarching totality; the formal structure of 
their various solutions to the problem is the same. 

The solution was to make liberty a matter concerning the private, 
subjective side of life only, while all external social relations were 
subordinated to the principle of order, and discipline. But then 
comes the problém: what is to prevent a collisiore between the 
two spheres, subjective Liberty and external Order? A solution 
is found in the assumption of a kind of ‘pre-established harmony’ 
which is cither guafanteed directly by, God, or by the natural 
forces of society and the nation. Here conservatism has clearly 
learned something from liberalism, from which it has taken over 
both the concept of ‘separation of spheres’ and of the, ‘hiddene 
hand’ which makes for universal harmony. f 

The historical school uses primarily the concept of ‘the nation’ 


1 Of. A. v. Martin, ‘Weltanschauliche Motive im altkonservativen Denken’, in 
Deutscher Staat und deutsche Parteien, Festschrift für Meinecke, p. 345, Munich and Berftfi, 
1922. o 
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or ‘national spirit’ to provide that necessary widtr whole which 
prevents the liberty of the individual or group from degenerating 
into mere anarchistic eaprice. Rothacker has shown how in 
Ranke’s writings the concept of the state gradually overshadowed 
that of the nation.! In any case, the solution of the problem offered 
by Ranke and Savigny is to shift this qualitative freedom from the 
individual and the estates to the nation and the State respectively. 
Only the state, developing freely according to its own laws of 
growth, is ever really free. The individual is bound, and can only 
achieve usefulness within these wider units. 

The tension between order and liberty is at its greatest in Hegel, 
who, as always, tries to preserve both factors. For him, what he 
calls the revolutionary, abstract concept of freedom becomes an 
intermediary stage in the progress towards truth: ‘Negative free- 
dom, or freedom of mere rationality, is one-sided. Yet this one- 
sidedness contains an essential feature, it is not to be discarded. 
But the defect of mere rationality is that it mistakes a partial and 
one-sided characterization for the final and comprehensive one.’? 
What he means by ‘negative abstract freedom’, however, becomes 
rapidly clearer if we follow him further: ‘A more concrete mani- 
festation of this freedom is the fanaticism of political and religious 
life. Of this nature was the terroristic phase of the French Revo- 
lution, which sought to slur over all distinctions in talent and 
authority. That was a time of tremor and commotion which was 
intolerant of anything that set itself off against the general. 
Fanaticism seeks abstract equality rather than differentiation; 
wherever it encounters distinctions, it finds them antagonistic 
to its indefiniteness and levels them down.’3 Hegel then arrives at 
a third principle which holds the middle way between ‘abstract 
freedom’ and mere ‘heteronomy’. ‘This principle is that of ‘con- 
crete freedom’.4 He says: ‘The third step is that the will, while 
limited by the other, should yet remain by itself. While it limits 
itself, it yet remains with itself and does not lose its hold of the 
universal, This is then the concrete conception ôf freedom, while 
the other two aspects may now be seen as thoroughly abstract and 
one-sided,’5 

Stahl also had to struggle with the romanttc concept of liberty.° 
He, ike Hegel, tried to incorporate the whole conservative 
tradition, and based his solution of the problem on the principle of 

‘ 1 Op. cit.; p. 433. x 
2 Philosophie des Rechts, Addition tô § 5, ed. Lasson, p. 287; cf. footnote 1, p- 103. 


Müller (op. cit., vol. 1, p. 313) also speaks of ‘negative freedom”, Cf. G ius, ‘Stud 
zur Staatslehre der historischen Schule, in Hust 2uhr., vo. 107, p. aoe L yar 
a 2 Op. = 288. / 4 
s Ibid., addition to § 7, p. 288. 
5 Ibid., pp. 288 f. 
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6 Op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 143 £.; vol. 2, pp. 26 ff. 
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authority ( ObrSgkeitsgedanke). Hence the following conclusion: 
‘Freedom is not the ability to act in this or that way according t® 
fundamentally arbitrary decisigns; freedom is the ability to behave 
and live in accordance with one’s innermost self. Now the inner- 
most self of man is to be sure his individuality which accepts no 
external law and regulation. Nevertheless, individual rightssuch 
as those safeguarding an independent private sphere,! as well as 
those granting the individual a share in determining state policy, 
are an essential ingredient of political freedom. But the innermost 
self of man is not only his individuality but also his moral essence.’2 
This, then, leads to Stahl’s final solution of the problem of free- 
dom: ‘The aim of politics, then, is to ensure this material [as 
against merely formal] freedom. It must not separate the indi- 
vidual from the physical power or from the moral authority and 
the historical tradition of the state, so as to found the state upon 
mere individual will.’ 

Enough examples for the present. All these solutions of the prob- 
lem show the same fundamental tendency, the same drive 
towards the ‘concrete’ and ‘qualitative’: The terms used are 
always ‘material freedom’ (Stahl), ‘concrete freedom’ (Hegel), 
‘positive freedom’ (A. Müller), just as in the case of property. 
‘Concrete’ and ‘qualitative’ are nevertheless expressions which 
by no means adequately describe the basic intention lying 
behind all these sequences of thought. The examples we mentioned 
merely serve to adumbrate something fundamental of which 
they are the manifestations: a harking back to an earlier way of life. 

There is another pair of contrasts besides ‘concreteness’ and 
‘abstractness’ (and a closely related one), which is also relevant 
to basic conflict between progressivism and conservatism. Pro- 
gressive thought not only sees the actual in terms of its potentiali- 
ties, but also zn terms of the norm. Conservatjve thought on the other 
hand tries to see the actual as the product of real facgors; it also 
tries to understand the norm in terms of the actual.4 


1 Note the infiltration of liberal ideas into the conservative syste of thought. 

2 Fr. J. Stahl, Die gegenwärtigen Parteien in Staat und Kirche, pp. 5 f., Berlin, 1863. 

3 Ibid., p. 10. 

4Cf. Fiegel’s comment inghe Preface to the Philosophy of Law : ‘To understand what 
is, is the task of philosophy, since what exists i Reasqn. As to the individual, every on 
is a son of his epoch anyway ; and thus philosophy, too, is nothing but the poch graspe 
in thinking. It is just as foolish to imagine that a philosophy can reach beyond its 
contemporary world as to believe that an individual may skip over his own time— 
beyond Rhodes, so to speak. If a theory goes beyënd the existing world and builds up © 
a world as it should be, then this world will exist, fo be sure, but its existence will be a 
purely mental one,—it will exist in a yielding medium in which anything may take 
shape.’ In contrast to this, Hegel in his revolutionary youth wrote to Schelling : ‘With 
the idea of how everything should be gainin; universa? acceptance, the indolence of 
settled people who take everything as it is will disappear’ (quoted in F. Rosenzweig w 
Hegel und der Staat, vol. 1, p. 31, Munich and Berlin, 1920). In Stahl, Justificatfon 
of the ‘existing’ rests on a religious basis; in Philosophie Rechts, vol. 2. oe 
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Here too, in the last resort, we are faced with two ways of 
experiencing things and the environment out of which subse- 
quently two styles of thought arise. Ong has a*quite different 
attitude to things, persons, and institutions, if one always looks 
at them with a demand, with a ‘So it should be’, at the back of one’s 
mind, instead of treating them as the finished and inevitable 
products of a long process of growth. If we adopé the first attitude, 
we shall find ourselves barely glancing at the given realities of our 
surroundings, never achieving any attachment which would 
make us indulgent towards their imperfections, nor any feeling of 
solidarity which would make us concerned with their survival. 
But the second attitude will lead us to accept the present, with all 
its defects, uncritically. The first attitude means that one always 
experiences and judges institutions as a whole, the second always 
involves losing oneself in a mass of detail. To understand the 
significance of these attitudes, we must first be clear that it is one 
of the characteristics of mental phenomena that they cannot be 
understood in isolation, but only as functional parts of a wider 
whole. If, however, we want to interpret something in terms of 
what it means—and all mental phenomena are only in so far as 
they have meaning—we must grasp it as a phase in some,goal- 
directed endeavour. 

The conservative, with his fundamental attachment to the 
principle of quieta non movere, would like to avoid recognition of 
meanings in this sense,! by looking at the actual simply as some- 
thing that exists; this results in a streak of fatalism.2 The conserva- 
tive interpretation or imputation of meanings arises as an 
antagonistic reaction to the revolutionary mode of conceiving 
the meaning of things, The conservative, too, can only impart 
meaning to a thing by ‘rounding it out’ and fitting it into a wider 
whole. But the process, the ‘method’ of rounding it out is entirely different 
JSrom that used in liberal revolutionary thought and experience, which is 
another indication that in this sphere, ways of experiencing things 
also develop ia close connection with the social background. The 
peculiarity of the conservative way of putting things into a wider 
context is that it approaches them in some way from behind, from 
their past. For progressive thought, everythirf derives its meaning 
in the last analysis from something either above or beyond itself, 
from a future utopia or from its relation to a transcendent norm. 
The conservative, however, sees all the significance of a thing in 


1 In Ranke’s ‘Political Dialogue’ Friedrich, the spokesman of conservatism, declares : 


‘I hope I did not express as if I had wanted to describe the ide: 
y a al state. I ely 
a Ba eariy the one we have’ (Das politische Gespräch, etc., od. Rothacke r, 


D. 29, 
r: "This fatalism may assume various form); 


schasbifie: aad bitsiesi faraliaa, it appears successively as theological 
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what lies behin it, either its temporal past or its evolutionary 
germ. Where the progressive uses the future to interpret things, 
the conservative uses the past; the progressive thinks in terms of © 
norms, the conservative in terms of germs. 

This idea of ‘the past which lies behind’ can thus be interpreted 
in two ways: as a temporal past, or as an antecedent evolutionary 
phase which caneaccount for any particular detail of the aétuaf. 
Looked at from the former point of view, everything has meaning 
because it has arisen out of a temporal process of development; 
from the latter point of view everything that exists historically 
has meaning because it exhibits the same fundamental drive, the 
same basic trend of mental and spiritual growth. 

Thus the particular thing in this latter case is understood 
‘physiognomically’, as the manifestation of a basic intention, 
as a particular ‘aspect’ of a totality represented by a germinal 
beginning. Both these conservative ways of ‘rounding out’ an 
object and giving it meaning thus tend to a total view, and the 
wider whole which is reached in this way is usually an intuitively 
reached whole.’ On the other hand, the wider wholes into which 
the progressive places things are derived from a rational utopia, 
and this leads to a structural view of existing and developing 
society. A simile may help to make matters clear. The conservative 
picture of things as a whole is like the inclusive sort of picture 
of a house which one might get by looking at it from all possible 
sides, a concrete picture of the house in all its detail from every 
angle. But the progressive is not interested in all this detail; he 
makes straight for the ground plan of the house and his picture is 
suitable for rational analysis rather than for intuitive representa- 
tion. And within this difference of ways of fitting individual things 
into their wider context, there lies a further radical difference 


between progressive and conservative patterns of experience— 


* this time a difference in the way of experiencing time.* 


Briffly, this difference may be expressed as follows: the pro- 
gressive experiences the present as thé beginning,of the future, 
while the conservative regards it simply as the latest point reached 
by the past. The difference is the more fundamental and radical 


in that the linear cencept of history—which is implied here—is _ 


1 Cf. F. C. v. Savigny on law, language, customs, constitution as integral wholes; 
in his work Vom Beruf unserer Zeit für Gesetzgebung und Rechtswissenschaft (2814), new ed. 
1892, p. 5- Hegel praises Montesquieu for hayi seen legislation and laws as ‘an 
independent phase of a totality in correlation with all the other characteristics of 
nation and an epoch; they will receive their tsue significance and their justification 
from this context only’ (op. cit., p- 21). wr ad 4 

2 It is not meant, of course, that every conservative,experiences time in a different 
fashion from a liberal; such an assertion would be completelytunverifiable, What we 
do say is that in conservative utterances4ime as a category appears in a role diffeggm 
from the one it plays in progressive utterances, >. 
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for the conservative something secondary. Primarily, the conserva- 
tive experiences the past as being one with the present; hence, his 
concept of history tends to be spatial rather than temporal; it 
stresses co-existence rather than succession. We may understand 
this better, if we recall that for typically feudal groups (aristocrats 
and peasants) history is rooted in the soil; the individuals are 
nothing but passing Spinozistic ‘modi’ of this eternal ‘substance’. 
Land is the real foundation on which the state rests and 
develops, and only land can really make history. The transient 
individual is replaced by the more durable factor, land, as the 
foundation of events. As Méser says in the important introductory 
sentences of his Osnabriickische Geschichte: ‘In my opinion, the 
history of Germany would take an entirely new turn if we traced. 
the fate of the landed estates as the real component parts of the 
nation through all its changes, considering them as the body of 
the nation, and their incumbents merely as good or bad accidents 
as they may happen to the body.”! 
Every isolated individual and event is regarded as purely 
incidental and fortuitous as against this compact, territorial 
substructure. This space-like ordering of events in time is evident 
in A. Müller, who with the linguistic virtuosity characteristic 
of all romantics coined the conservative counter-term *con- 
spatiality’ as against the democratically coloured term ‘con- 
temporaneity’. In his answer to the question, ‘What is a nation?’, 
he repudiated the concept that a given nation, say, the French, 
consisted of ‘the beings with heads, two hands and two feet, who 
at this insignificant moment happen to be standing, sitting or lying 
on that part of the Earth’s surface which is called France.’ As 
against this, he defined the nation as ‘the sublime community of a 
long succession of past, present and future generations . . . having 
its tangible appearance in a common language, in common 
customs and laws, in a host of beneficial institutions . . . in long- 
lived families and, finally, in the one immortal family . . . bf the 
ruler. . . ..2 Here he emphasizes the participatiom of past genera- 
tions in the present, and he regards the cross-section of time we 
call the present as a quite unimportant phase in the develop- 
ment of history. This use of time-transcending, spatially 
“uetermined, material entities as the basis of history is a character- 
istic which conservative thought has in common with the prole- 
tarian and socialist thought.which developed later. Proletarian 
thought also rejects the idea that the individual is the real basis 
of historical development, and introduces instead entities like 
conditions of production’ and ‘classes’. There is also a good deal 


, 1 Works, vol. 6, pp. è f. 
2 Elemente der Staatskunst, 1, pp. 145 f. 
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of sociology in Möser’s statement, if we mean by ‘sociology’ the 
ability to understand individual happenings in terms of the mose 
comprehensive factors lying behind theme 

But these two ‘non-individualistic’ interpretations of history 
differ essentially from each other in that the conservative tends to 
trace „history back to organic entities (of which the family is the 
prototype), whereas the proletarian sees newer forms of collectivé 
entities which are primarily, though not exclusively, agglomera- 
tive rather than organic in character, i.e. classes, as the motor 
forces of history. The place occupied by the family and corporation 
in conservative thought is occupied by classes in socialist thought; 
and in the same way, industrial and productive relations take the 
place of land. 

Only bourgeois thought, standing midway between the two, 
and starting at that point in history where the old associations 
are already in dissolution, while the new stratification is still in 
its infancy, sees society in terms of the isolated individuals of which 
it is composed, and achieves a picture of the whole which is merely 
the sum of its parts. The bourgeois-democratic principle which 
corresponds to this view of society dismembers time in the same 
way: it experiences movement, but is only able to master its 
dynamic in so far as it is able to split the movement up into cross- 
sections of time (Momentanquerschnitte). What the ‘general will’ is 
is indicated, for each moment in time, by a ballot taken. Thus, in 
the bourgeois-democratic society, the temporal continuity of the 
existence of society is atomized in the same way as the national 
‘community’ is broken down into individual atoms; we can recon- 
struct both only by approximation if we add together the various 
cross-sections representing successive temporary states. No 
‘totality’ of the collective existence of society can be grasped, 
except as a sum,! 

Thus, conservative thought concentrates upon the past in so far 
as the ‘past lives on in the present; bourgeois thought, essentially 
devoted to the present, takes its nourishment from, what is new 
now; and proletarian thought tries to grasp tke elements of the 
future which already exist in the present, by concentrating upon 
those present factors in which the germs of a future society can be _ 
seen, ; 

At this point, we at last reach the root of the difference between 
conservative and progressive forms<of experience. It becomes. 
increasingly clear with every case qne analyses, that there are 
at present many different attitudes in the light of which one can © 
experience and understand historical and: social, events. Each of 

1 On other characteristics of the democratic mind, see Carl Schmitt, Die geistse* 
geschichtliche Lage des heutigen Parlamentarismus, p. 15, Munich and Leipzig, 1923. 
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us can view them, so to speak, from a different poiat in the stream 
of history itself. There are ways of acting in the present which are 
based upon patterns of response appropriate to past conditions 
but still surviving today. Others have arisen during the struggle 
for mastery of the present situation, while yet others, although 
generated in the bosom of the present itself, will only become 
dominant formative factors at some future time. The important 
thing is which of these attitudes determines our evaluation of the 
historical process. 

So far then, we have gathered together a number of character- 
istic features of the conservative form of experience and thought. 
We have discussed its qualitative nature; its emphasis on concrete- 
ness as against abstractness; its acceptance of enduring actuality, 
as compared with the progressive desire for change; the illusory 
simultaneity it imparts to historical happenings as compared with 
the liberal linear conception of historical development; its attempt 
to substitute landed property for the individual as the basis of 
history; and its preference for organic social units rather than the 
agglomerative units such as ‘classes’ favoured by its opponents. 
All these individual traits, however, are not meant to add up to 
a concept which will represent ‘conservatism’ as such. They are 
merely examples which somehow adumbrate one basic intention, 
the fundamental impulse lying at the roots of this style of thought. 
Our aim is to look beyond the examples at this basic intention 
itself, to follow up its unfolding, and finally to understand its 
functional importance in relation to the general social process. 
For the main thing is that this insistence upon ‘concreteness’, 
along with all the other features we have described, is a symptom 
of the conservative’s experiencing the historical process in terms of 
relationships and situations which exist only as hangovers from the 
past, and that the impulses to act which spring from this way of 
experiencing history also are centred upon past relationships still 
surviving in the present. To see things authentically as a conserva- 
tive, then, is to experienct events in terms of amw attitude derived 
from social circumstances and situations anchored in the past,! 
an attitude which changed comparatively little right up to the 
P birth of modern conservatism, because the«groups cultivating it 
“*had not yet been affected by the specifically modern trends of 

social evolution. Authentic conservative thought derives its rele- 


a Cf. the following phenomenological distinction between ‘recollection’ and ‘tradi- 
tion’, made by Max Scheler : ‘In effuctively “traditional” behaviour, the past experi- 
ence is not present in its individuality; its value and meaning, however, appear 
as “‘present” and not as “‘past”, as is the case with “‘recollection”’ (Vom Umsturz der 
Werte, vol. 2, pp. 202 f., Leipzig, 1909). Similarly, ‘progressive’ behaviour, for 
Scheler, is distinguished from ‘expectancy’: in the » the future pattern of 
events becomes effective without explicit anticipation (ibid.). 
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vance, its dignity as something more than mere speculation, from 


the fact that vital attitudes of this character still survive in various 
sectors of our society. e e 


These older ways of experiencing the world alone impart to . 


conservatism its distinctive character. Hence, we can best study 
authentic conservatism in those social spheres where the tradițional 
continuity of the concrete groups with a naturally conservative 
way of life is not yet broken. On the other hand, conservatism 
first becomes conscious and reflective when other ways of life and 
thought appear on the scene, against which it is compelled to 
take up arms in the ideological struggle. This is the first stage in 
the formation of a definitely conservative ideology; it is also a 
«stage of methodological deliberation in which conservatism tries 
to become conscious of its essence. Subsequently, it becomes the 
destiny of conservatism that it can increasingly maintain itself 
only on the plane of conscious reflection. Möser, who marks this 
first stage in the development of conservatism in Germany, still 
lives entirely within the bounds of tradition; nevertheless, he does 
try to grasp the nature of this authentic conservatism in a reflective 
manner. 

In, the measure, however, that specifically modern social 
structures not merely co-exist with old ones but draw them into 
their orbit and transform them, authentic conservative experience 
tends to disappear. The simple habit of living more or less uncon- 
sciously, as though the old ways of life were still appropriate, 
gradually gives way to a deliberate effort to maintain them under 
the new conditions, and they are raised to the level of conscious 
reflection, of deliberate ‘recollection’. Conservative thought thus 
saves itself, so to speak, by raising to the level of reflection and 
conscious manipulation those forms of experience which can no 
longer be had in an authentic way. , 

Here, at the stage where experience based on mere traglition began 
to disppear, the meaning of history wasfirst consciously discovered, 
and every effore was bent towards the’ development of a method 
of thought by which the old attitude towards the world could 
somehow be rescued. This method of reviving old attitudes gave 


rise to an entirely n@w way of interpreting the genetic process of _— 


history. Our position, then, is that old ways of life and thought 
do not become superfluous and merely die off, ax would be 
assumed by someone thinking in purely ‘progressive’ terms. Or 
the contrary, in so far as these elements of the past are really 
alive and have a real social basis, they will always transform and 
adapt themselves to the new stage of social and mental develop- 
ment, and thus keep alive a ‘strand’ of social development which 
would otherwise have become extinct. t 
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In order, therefore, that modern conservatism “could develop 
a8 a conscious political philosophy opposed to the liberal philos- 
ophy of the Enlightenment, and play a dynamic role within the 
modern struggle of ideas, its germinal ‘basic intention’ had to 
exist as an authentic style of experience within certain traditional 
groups. Hence, we cannot neglect the task of exploring the 
conservative ‘basic intention’ in its unconsciSus, unreflective 
form; this is why we often return to the writings of Justus Möser 
who represents authentic conservatism, not yet at the level of 
‘recollection’ and reflection, a conservatism—in fact, rather a 
kind of feudal ‘traditionalism’. Only when this authentic conserva- 
tism is uprooted and detached from its original social foundations 
and takes on a reflective character, does the problem arise of its 
transformation into an urban current of thought with fixed 
maxims and methodological insights of its own. 


(b) The theoretical core of conservative thought 


Now comes the second stage in our analysis. We have described 
the basic impulse behind conservatism in its pre-theoretical, 
primitive form. We must now ask whether there is not some theo- 
retical core, some problem at the centre of conservative thought 
in its more developed form, an analysis of which will provide us 
with a clear view of its major methodological characteristics. 

Such a key problem for conservatism does exist. Conservative 
thought emerged as an independent current when it was forced 
into conscious opposition to bourgeois-revolutionary thought, to 
the natural-law mode of thought. What had up to this point been a 
more or less latent impulse in thought now found a theoretical 
nucleus around which it could crystallize and develop. Its oppon- 
ent had a ‘system’, and conservatism was thus compelled gradually 
to develop its own ‘counter-system’, It is important, of course, 
not to fall into Stahl’s error by thinking that two distinct cut-and- 
dried systems of thought now confronted one another. Conserva- 
tive and liberil-bourgeois thought are not ready*made ‘systems’ 
in this sense; they’are ways of thinking in continuous process of 
development. Conservatism did not merely want to think ‘some- 
thing different’ from its libera! opponents; “it wanted to think it 
differently, and that was the impulse which provided that extra 
touch which turned it into a new form of thought. 

The key problem for conscrvatism was opposition to natural- 
law thought. We shall therefore classify all the features which 
ditinguiah natural-law thought in the eighteenth century as a 
style of thought, and compare them with the corresponding char- 
actaristics of conservative thought, Our classification is divided 
into features of content and features of form, or methodology. 
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A. The contents of natural-law thought 


i. The doctrine of the ‘state of nature’. 
, ii. The doctrine of the social contract. 
iii. The doctrine of popular sovereignty. 
iv. The doctrine of the inalienable Rights of Man (life, liberty, 
: property, the right to resist tyranny, etc.). baa 
> 


B. The methodological characteristics of natural-law thought 


i. Rationalism as a method of solving problems. 

ii. Deductive procedure from one general principle to the 
particular cases. 

iii. A claim of universal validity for every individual. 

iv. A claim to universal applicability of all laws to all historical 
and social units. 

v. Atomism and mechanism: collective units (the state, the 
law, etc.), are constructed out of isolated individuals 
or factors. 

vi. Static thinking (right reason conceived as a self-sufficient, 
autonomous sphere unaffected by history). 


The most satisfactory way to get at the essentials of conservative 
thought is to see how it opposed each of these aspects of natural- 
law thought in turn. 

The conservatives attacked the content of natural-law thought, 
questioned the idea of a ‘state of nature’, the idea of a Social 
iia the principle of popular sovereignty, and the Rights of 

fan. 

They attacked it methodologically along the following lines: 

(i) The conservatives replaced Reason with concepts such as 
| History, Life, the Nation. 

This produces philosophical problerhs which dominate the 
whol epoch. In their abstract formulation, these ‘philosophies 
deal with sucheold problems as that*of ‘thinking? and ‘being’; 
but it is possible’ to interpret this discussion in a thoroughly 
concrete fashion, that is, in terms of the overwhelmingly powerful 
experience of the Brench Revolution, Sociologically speaking, 
i most philosophical schools which place ‘thinking’ above ‘being™ 
have their roots either in bourgeois revolutionary or,in bureau- 
cratic mentality, while most schools which place ‘being’ above 
‘thinking’ have their origin in the igeological counter-movement 
of romanticism and especially in the experience of counter- 
revolution, . 2 
(ii) To the deductive bent gf the natural-law school, the con- 
servative opposes the irrationality of reality. The problem of “the 
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irrational is the second great problem of the period; it too, in the 
form it assumed at the time, has its sociological roots in the French 
Revolution. The problera of the relation “of genesis to validity 
attains its modern significance in these ideological struggles. 

(iii) In answer to the liberal claim of universal validity for all, 
the cpnservative poses the problem of individuality in radical 
fashion. 3 

(iv) The concept of the social organism is developed by the con- 
servatives to counter the liberal-bourgeois belief in the universal 
applicability of all political and social innovations. This concept 
has a special significance, since it arose from the natural conserva- 
tive impulse to stem the spreading tide of the French Revolution 


by pointing out the impossibility of transferring political institu-* 


tions arbitrarily from one nation to another, The emphasis on 
the qualitative which is so characteristic of conservative thought 
also arises from the same impulse. 

(v) Against the construction of collective units from isolated 
individuals and factors, the conservative opposes a kind of thought 
which starts from a concept of a whole which is not the mere sum 
of its parts. The state or nation is not to be understood as the 
sum of its individual members, but the individuals are ta be 


understood only as parts of the wider whole (cf. the concept of 


‘folk spirit’). The conservative thinks in terms of ‘We’ when the 
liberal thinks in terms of ‘I’. The liberal analyses and isolates 
the various cultural fields such as Law, Government, Economy; 
the conservative seeks a synoptical and synthetic view. 

(vi) One of the most important logical weapons against the 
natural-law style of thought is the dynamic conception of Reason. At 
first, the conservative merely opposed the rigidity of the static 
theory of Reason with the movement of ‘Life’ and history. Later, 
however, he discovered a much more radical method of dis- 


posing of the eternal norms of the Enlightenment. Instead of 


regarding the world as eternally changing in contrast to a static 

eason, he conceived of Reason and of its norms themselves 

as DEE and moving. In this way, the impulse to oppose 

natural-law thought had really contributed something new, had 

„aêchieved new insights which played a monfentous role in later 
= evolution. 

As we have already mentioned, nowhere do we find any con- 
vervative thinker making assystematic attack on natural-law 
thought as a whole; cach deals with and criticizes certain aspects 
of it only. Thus it is impossible to juxtapose two static, completely 
developed systems of thought. All that can be done is to demon- 
saate the two ways of thinking, the two ways of tackling problems, 
The analysis of its pre-theoretical and theoretical elements which 
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we have givens in our view the only legitimate substitute for a 
definition of conservative thought. e 


In the following seetion we leave tkis general description of 
conservative thought and turn to a more detailed historical and 
sociological analysis. 


a k SECTION 3 . e 
The Social Structure of Romantic and * 
Feudalistic Conservatism 


Having described the general character of a certain historical 
mode of thought, our next task is to investigate its concrete 
development, in all its different currents, from the point of view 


‘of its social structure and stratification. 


The most important aim of such an analysis is to find out how 
far any new trend of thought that may happen to arise reflects 
the sociological characteristics of the group or individuals who 
starid behind it and through whom it finds expression. Phenom- 
enological and logical stylistic analysis and sociological analysis 
must be used as complementary methods. 

Here again—as has already been mentioned—not more than 
one Selected section of a complex historical situation will be pre- 
sented, From the numerous currents which can be distinguished 
in the general flow of conservative thought, the romantic and 
feudalistic trend has been chosen for this purpose. 

We can best give an overall characterization of the mental 
climate of a country at a given time, without entering upon a 
detailed analysis, by indicating the way in which it absorbs and 
transforms foreign cultural influences. 

An investigation, from this point of view, of the intellectual 
atmosphere of Germany in the period which has been selected, 
viz. the decades following the French Revolution, shows as the 
most significant fact that the revolution produced in Prussia, 
the outstanding centre of conservative thought, an antagonism 
between the older feudalistic tendencies and th® bureaucratic 
rationalism of the eighteenth-century monarchy. The French 
Revolution no doubg had a revolutionary influence on the Prussian 
bourgeoisie. But perhaps even miore significant was its effect in —- 
weakening, for a time, the spiritual and political alliance between 
the absolute monarchy and the nobility which Frederick the Great 
had made one of the corner-stones bf his social policy.' Not tliat 
the middle classes were inaccessible to the liberal ideas of the 


1 Frederick the Great wrote in his Political Testament of 1752: ‘One object of the 
policy of the king of Prussia is the preservation of nobility. For, whatever changes may 
come about, he may perhaps find a ricer, but he will never find a more courageays 


and loyal nobility. In order to assist the nobility in maintaining their property, obm- 
moners should be prevented from acquiring titled estates, They should be encouraged 
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revolution; we know very well the enthusiasm with which the 
vsidest circles of the German intelligentsia greeted the outbreak 
of the revolution in France.! The careers of most conservatives 
and reactionaries show revolutionary periods in their youth. We 
know also that there was a surprisingly large number of men with 
liberal ideas among the higher officials, and that the ‘reforms from 
above’ which were carried through after the battle of Jena were 
due to these influences. Yet this liberal response to the revolution 
was in the main ideological in its nature; it was largely reversed by 
the subsequent development of the real historical factors. 

That fact in itself need not surprise us. The complex intellectual 
pattern of any age is historically and socially conditioned. It is 
therefore one of its characteristics that it reacts to external 
ideological influences in a definite manner which reflects its own 
specific structure, and that it re-moulds them to fit the direction 
of its own development. The ideas of 1789 demanded, in contrast 
to the theory of royal absolutism, that the state should be con- 
structed ‘from below’ instead of ‘from above’. When they pene- 
trated into Germany, they could only set in motion and bring to 
life those elements of the German, and more specifically the 
Prussian, body politic which happened to exist there as historigally 
and socially relevant forces. They were the estates of which in 
turn one alone was politically effective, the nobility.2 Every 
other influence was at that time bound to remain merely 
‘ideological’, 

We may see in the first decades of the nineteenth century in 
Prussia a sociological experiment, as it were, which shows what 
happens when ideas which have genuinely grown up in a more 
advanced stage of social development enter a socially backward 
but culturally mature society. Germany, and especially Prussia 
whose fate was decisive for conservative thought, were many 
decades behind the Western countries in the economic develop- 
ment towards capitalism. We need not accept Frederick the 
Great’s estimate of Germany’s backwardness ire his time.) But 


to invest their capital in’ trade so that only a nobleman may buy an estate, should 
another be forced to sell’ (‘Friedrich der Grosse, Die agemey ‘Testamente’, Klassiker 
der Politik, ed. Meinecke, Oncken, vol. 5, p. 33, Berlin, 1992). For the later develop- 


~ aaagent, vide F, A, L. v.d, Marwitz, En markischer Edelmann im Zeitalter der Befreiungskriege, 


. F. Meusel, 2 vols. (in 4 half-vols.), vol. 2, pp. 8o ff. 

1 Cf., for example, Venedey, Die deutschen Republikaner unter der französischen Republik, 
Leipzig, 1870. 
` 2 Cf., for example, E. Jordan, Die Entstehung der Konservativen Partei und die preus- 
sischen Agrarverhältnisse vor 1848, pp. 94., 1914. Also G. Kaufmann, Geschichte Deutsch- 
lands im 19. Jahrhundert, p. 48, Berlin, 1912. 
3 Cf., for example, E. v. Meier, Die französischen Einfliisse auf die Staats- und Rechtsent- 

ung Preussens im 19. Jahrhundert, vol. 1, p. 6, Leipzig, 1907. Meier considers 
Fyederick the Great's remark that the intellectual condition of Germany corresponded 
to the condition of France under Francis I ċorrect if applied to the early years of 


Frederick's life, 
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Marx’s view is probably correct; and he held that the social 
condition of Germany in 1843 corresponded roughly to that df 


France in 1789.! At the time of the 


Ffench Revolution neither 


Germany nor a fortiori Prussia possessed a real equivalent to the 
third or fourth ‘estate’. The transformation of the feudal society 
of estates into a class society was still in its early stages. The prolę- 
tariat consisted of handicraftsmen who still lived to all intents and 


purposes in a system of guilds and 


did not react toeexternal 


pressure as a class. Nor did the ‘Mittelstand’ really correspond to 
the ‘tiers état’; as Sombart has shown, it was as yet by no means a 
bourgeoisie.2 Socially and politically immature, it still lacked 
clearly defined aims and a conscious purpose; it was at the mercy 
of a variety of ideological currents and cross-currents. The Mittel- 


stand had as yet no precise place in 


the social system, a place 


defined by its own interests. As a result, most of its members were 
politically indifferent. They were quick to welcome new ideas; 
but also unstable and ready to change their moods when things 
went wrong or not in accordance with their abstract expectations. 
All these characteristics were clear symptoms of the fact that the 
diverse interests of the Mittelstand were not yet integrated along 
classlines. The reason for the relatively weak revolutionary 
influence of the French Revolution is therefore that it evoked a 
purely ideological response: the bourgeois element was at that 


time less capable of political action th 
in Germany. 
An active response to the revolution 


an any other social stratum 


came only from those strata 


in Prussia which their own history and the nature of the social 
order enabled to be politically effective, the nobility and the 


bureaucracy. If we may put it in an 


exaggerated form: For our 


purposes, the most important effect of the F rench Revolution is 
that the French conflict between king and people is here repro- 
duced pn a ‘higher’ level. It takes the form of a struggle between 
the estates (the nobility), which form and build up the state 
‘from below’, aftd,the monarchy, ruling the statee‘from above’ 
and represented in Prussia by its bureaucracy. The result is a 
curious interplay of influences. The revolutionary impulse proper 


in the French upheaval gives life and 


meaning to the aims of the 


1K. Marx, Zur Kritik der Hegelschen Rechts; ilosophie, vol. 1, p. 385. 
2 ‘The Mittelstand united in bote days ei who did not baa either to the 


nobility or to the lower classes, It did not have th 


e character of a class in our sense of e 


the term. Sometimes it appeared as the group which comprised all the moderately 
well-to-do; sometimes more as the educated séctions of the population’ (Sombart, 


Die deutsche Volkswirtschaft im 19. Jahrhundert, p. 444 


, Berlin, 1921). Cf. also K. F. Moser’s 


frequently quoted remark: ‘We lack that mediatory pewer which Montesquieu con- 
sidered the support and defence of a good monarchy: le tiers état. —For reasons | 
space we cannot enter upon a more thofough-going economic analysis of the sotia 


system of the time, 
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nobility who wish to form and rule the state ‘from below’, insists 
nae Fiaa 

upon the privileges of the estates, and seeks an ‘organic’ society, 
a desire to revive the cotporative structure of medieval society.! 
The mechanistic, rationalist, and centralizing impulse in the 
French Revolution, on the other hand, finds its exponents in the 
bureaucracy and is used by them as a weapon against the nobility. 
What complicates the situation further is the fect that in Prussia 
the revelution was at first really imposed ‘from above’. (The 
expression ‘revolution from above’ was coined by von Harden- 
berg.) Reforms which the development of the state towards 
capitalism required were carried out by the absolutist state, 
supported by its bureaucracy. They were carried through only 
partly in the interests of the masses. To a certain extent they were 
directed against the nobility. ; 

In France the revolution had brought about a defensive alliance 
between the nobility, the monarchy, and the Church, In Prussia 
the real pressure from below was negligible. The result was there- 
fore a partial weakening of the alliance between the nobility and 
the bureaucracy. The situation found its ideological expression 
in a feudalistic reaction. It was a movement which in its thought 
and ideas belonged to the nineteenth century. With the,most 
advanced ideological weapons it fought for aims which were 
determined by the social position of the nobility. It expressed 
therefore in modern terms purposes which had their social basis 
and justification in an age long gone by. The ideological reaction 
to the Enlightenment was combined with the social reaction 
of the nobility. Romanticism took on a feudalistic character; 
the feudalistic conservatism of the nobility assumed a romantic 
colouring. From this combination arose the peculiar features 
which to the present day characterize the ‘German’ mind,? What 

1 The following sentences from v. d. Marwitz may serve as an illustration : ‘However 
active and benevolent a government may be, it is useless to the state, unless the 
governed understand and share [miterleben] its activities’ (op. cit., vol. 2, p. 58), or 
(ibid., footnote) : “The state does not consist of men who live side by side, ada whom 
some rule and thé others obey; it consists of men who live within each other, it is the 
unified spiritual direction of their will’. (‘Der Staat ist nicht ein Nebeneinandersein von 
Menschen, deren einige befehlen, die anderen gehorchen, sondern das Jneinandersein 
dieser Menschen—die gemeinschaftliche geistige Richtung ihres Wollens . . .’). 

2 We cannot accept the view of those who think of national ways of thought as 
ultimate and unanalysable data which are to be deduced directly from ‘national 
characters’ and who speak in that sense of the ‘French’, ‘German’ or ‘English’ mind. 
Tt is possible that sociological study may in the end come up against some irreducible 
* residuum of national character, although even that residuum could not be considered 

as unchangeable in the course of time. But one must first take into account all those 
factors which can be deduced from the history and social structure of the nation, Once 
one adopts this approach, one will realize that those who speak of a ‘national’ way of 
thought are in fact beware, gd the thought of a particular period of national life, and 
gvithin that period only of the thought of a particular social stratum which happens to 


ve a decisive influence on the national culture in that period. They take this socio- 
Isgically and historically closely definable way of thought for the way of thought of 
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strikes us as the ‘German’ way of thinking is the predominance 
of these ‘romantic’ elements, supplemented by ‘historicist’ ones 
which arose at the same time and in the same constellation of 
historical forces and which became a powerful factor in the 
alliance between romanticism and feudalistic conservatism. 

‘In order to understand this peculiar combination it is ae 
to look more closely at the social character of the strata whic 
took part in this ideological struggle. Let us begin with the roman- 
tic opposition. It consists, first, of the nobility, and secondly, of the 
‘idéologues’, middle-class literati and literary aristocrats, who 
became the spokesmen of the movement. 

The romantic movement, considered as an ideological force, 
began as a reaction against the Enlightenment. Its social basis 
seems to have been—especially in the period of préromantisme—in 
social strata which stood apart from the general current towards 
modern capitalism. They may perhaps be defined as the petty 
bourgeoisie (Kleinbiirgertum). In this connection the Protestant 
parsonage seems to have played a particularly important part. It 
is especially the son of the Protestant parson in whom the Enlight- 
enment stirs doubts of the traditional religion, but who does not 
therefpre succumb to the opposite extreme of an abstract rational- 
ism. He experiences a transformation of his religious attitude. All 
his traditional habits of thought and emotional reactions which 
were fostered by the religious life in the parsonage survive the 
impact of the Enlightenment. Deprived of their positive content, 
they are directed with redoubled strength against the rationalist 
atmosphere of the time. The new approval of irrationality for its 
own sake was made possible by the preceding tendency to concen- 
trate and emphasize the rational elements of the mind, A compact 


the whole nation at all times. In this form the view is mistaken. What is true is that - 


certain epochs and in these epochs certain social strata may have a lasting effect on 
the habits of thought of a nation, jally if the epoch 1s a decisive one for the develop- 
ment of national history and culture. In this sense, A. de Tocqu€ville (L'ancien 
régime et la révolution, 8th ed., p. 217, Paris, 1877) dedyced the French tendency towards 
abstract thinking quife gorrectly from the sociological importance #f the pre-revolu- 
tionary era—and the mentality of that era, in turn, from the cultural predominance of 
an intelligentsia which was excluded from the government and administration of the 
country. To the same extent, but in the opposite direction, the years of the Napoleonic 
wars and of the subsequent ‘period of reactiog have been decisive for the character of 
an thought. The ‘German’ mind has ever since been so completely romantic 
istoricist that even its own opposition which grew up in that atmosphere could 
never\quite free itself from its habits of thought. Heine was a romantic. despite his 
opposiÑon to the romantic school; Marx a hisforicist despite his opposition to thee 
historical school ; etc. TER ý j 
1 Cf, the thorough investigations of H. Schéffier in his Protestantismus und Literatur, 
‘Neue Wege zur englischen Literatur des achtzehnten Jahrhunderts’, Leipzig, 1922.— 
For thé precursors of the romantic movement see also Paul van Tieghem, Le Préroman- 
tisme/ ‘Etudes d’histoire littéraire Euroj ne’, Paris, 1924; and A. Weise, Die 
Entstehung des Fühlens und Denkens der Rofhantik auf Grund der romantischen Zeitschriften; 
Diss, Leipzig, 1912. sa 
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ideological counter-movement of irrationalism could only arise 
because the Enlightenment had carried the tendency towards 
rationalization to the utmost extreme. It had managed to conceive 
the world in a radically and consistently rational manner. It 
thereby excluded at every point irrational factors; but with them 
it threw out elements of human nature which by that very process 
6f exclusion were welded together and became the nucleus of a 
counter-current. They became the object of special attention 
and affection to all those who by reason of their personal history 
and social tradition were still able to think and feel in such terms— 
just as in the opposite camp the rationalist current had found its 
exponents in the progressive bourgeoisie, the monarchy, and the 
bureaucracy. ' 

With the political trends of the time the romantic movement 
was at first but loosely connected. All we can say is that revolu- 
tionary sympathies prevailed in harmony with the predominant 
mood of the pre-revolutionary period. After the French Revolu- 
tion the various national sections of the romantic movement went 
their own ways, each in accordance with the social structure of the 
country. The special conditions of Germany explain why German 
romanticism turned to conservatism and reaction.! In any,,case, 
this development meant a reinforcement of all those trends within 
the romantic movement which were from the beginning opposed 
to the new world of capitalism and liberalism. The peculiar 
characteristic of German romanticism is therefore that it increas- 
ingly unites the ideological and the political opposition against 
the modern world. 

This ideological and political antagonism against the basic 
forces of the modern world must, however, not be allowed to 
conceal the fact that the romantic movement is not just a purely 
retrogressive reaction. The romantic mind has already absorbed 
and neutralized the contribution of modern rationalism. It is not 
adequate to think of romanticism simply as a diametrically 
opposed and entirely heterogeneous counter-movement to ration- 
alism. It should rather be compared to the swing of a pendulum 
—a sudden reversal from an extreme point reached in one direc- 
tion, The change-over from, rationalism “into irrationalism— 
both in the emotional life and in the intellectual activities of the 
individual—occurs even among the chief representatives of the 


‘Enlightenment itself. Thus.in Rousseau and Montesquieu an 


extreme rationalism and its opposite exist peacefully side by side.? 


1 For the situation in Franee cf. C. Schmitt-Dorotic, Politische Romantik, Munich 
and Leipzig, 1919, especially the introduction. 

A. Wahl, ‘Montesquieu als Vorläufer von Aktion und Reaktion’, in Historische 
Zeitschrift, vol. 109, 1912. 
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In Germany the precursors of the romantic movement, the men 
of the ‘Sturm und Drang’, Hamann and Herder appear already if 
the heyday of the Enlfghtenment. Onlyethe swing of the pendu- 
lum which derives its impetus from the same forces as the ration- 
alist movement explains why—in spite of undeniable radical con- 
trasts-—romanticism shows qualities which recall the rationalism 
of the eighteenth century: among them, its excessive subjectivism, 
admittedly a form of subjectivism very different from the sub- 
jectivism of the Enlightenment; also, its tendency—co-existing 
with a pronounced programmatic irrationalism—to rationalize 
all those irrational forces of the mind which the rationalism of the 
Enlightenment with all its abstract methods could never really 
have apprehended. 

By the time this romantic current takes on the form of a ‘move- 


_ ment’ its exponents are to be found chiefly among the ‘socially 


unattached intelligentsia’.! Thus, it has its social basis in the same 
stratum as the Enlightenment. But there is also a difference. In 
the Enlightenment, that stratum and its philosophical spokesmen 
were still, as it were, in touch with their social and historical 
origins. The bourgeois writers of the Enlightenment could still 
lean gn the ideological support of the bourgeoisie. The conver- 
sion to romanticism meant for the intelligentsia an increasing 
social and philosophical isolation.? Nowhere is it more apparent 
to what extent the intelligentsia constitutes a distinct sociological 
phenomenon whose place within the social organism is so difficult 
to determine just because of the instability of its social condition 
and its lack of a secure economic position. The German intelli- 
gentsia, as far as it was socially unattached, was indeed very badly 
off during that period. Newspapers in our sense there were none, 
and the last years of Kleist’s life show what it meant to keep alive 
a journal like the Berliner Abendblétter.3 One could try to exist as 
an independent writer, a profession which was then of, but recent 
origin. Klopstock, Lessing and Wieland were in fact the first 
German writers Who tried to make a living by literasy production 
alone.4 In view of these difficulties which life as an independent 
intellectual involved it is not surprising that the lives of most 
literary men of the tifne show, after a period of violent youthful 


1 An expression of Alfred Weber’s. f 

2 The son of the parson becomes an independgnt writer, ete. i : 

3 Gf. the vivid account in R. Steig, Heinrich v, Kleist’s Berliner Kämpfe, Berlin and 
Stuttgart, 1901. Ty 3 

4 Cf. Lamprecht, Deutsche Geschichte, vol. 8 (I), p. 209. Lessing’s other literary con- 
temporaries, Weisse, Engel, Moritz, Dusch, soon took refuge in safer means of earning 
their living. Compared with Lessing’s time conditions had improved only at the time | 
of Schlegel and Novalis. Cf. W. Dilthey, Lfben Schleiermachers, vol. 1 (2nd ed.), pp. 199, 


255, Berlin and Leipzig, 1922. ps 
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opposition to the world and their environment, the tendency to 
take refuge in the haven of officialdom. p 

This combination ofan unstable ecoriomic position with an 
intellectual horizon which went far beyond their own narrow 
sphere of life produced in the romantic writers an enormous 
sensibility coupled with moral uncertainty and a constant readi- 
hess to become adventurers or mercenary pamphleteers. They 
cannot earn a living by their own unaided effort in their ‘un- 
attached’ state. They sell their pen to one government or another!; 
they oscillate between Prussia and Austria, many of them landing 
at that time with Metternich who knew well how to make use of 
their services. Never properly employed as officials, chiefly used 
for secret or propaganda services, their thought assumes that 
semi-concrete quality which stands halfway between the idealist’s 
remoteness from the affairs of the world and the official’s ex- 
clusive concentration on concrete tasks. They are neither 
abstract dreamers, nor narrow-minded practical men. ‘They 
are characteristically interested in exploring the specific marks 
of their age?; they are born philosophers of history. This, in 
fact, is the positive side of their activity, for there must and 
should always be men who are sufficiently free from the ordinary 
ties to shoulder cares other than that for the common routine of 
life3; and the more involved the social process becomes, the 
greater the need for such men who are in a position to throw light 
on its course. At the beginning, or at least at an important juncture 
of that development, which represents, as it were, the creation 
by history of an organ of self-observation, stand the speculations 
of the Enlightenment on the philosophy of history. Romantic 
thought fulfils the same function, although the value standards 
it applies are diametrically opposed to those of Enlightenment. 
From this source, too, German sociology has derived its predilec- 
tion for problems of the philosophy of history, a predilection 
which, in contrast to Western sociology, it still maintains as its 
characteristic quality. This is the positive elenient in romantic 
political thought. ‘Its negative quality is its readiness to justify any 
cause and any condition. 


1 Adam Müller even makes an offer to Hardenberg to edit, in the service of the 
Ht a government and an opposition paper at the same time, 
$ An essay by Friedrich Schlegel was entitled ‘Die Signatur des Zeitalters’. 

If one Tore fe! to speculate ‘priori, without: taking historical experience into 
account, at which point in the social structure a philosophy of history (in other words 
an interest in the totality of the process of history) is likely to arise, one would think 
it probable that those would reflect on these general aspects who, by their social 

ition, are responsible for the whole—high officials, diplomats, kings. Experience, 
agy er, shows that this conjecture is orly partially correct, if at all. High civil 
, ants ponus the necessary practical experience and knowledge of the forces at 
work; but their general point of view tends to sec society in terms of administration or 
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These unattached intellectuals are the typical advocate-philoso- 
phers, ideologues who can find arguments in favour of any political 
cause they may happen to serve. Theireown social position does 
not bind them to any cause, but they have an extraordinarily 
refined sense for all the political and social currents around them, 
and the ability to detect them and enter into their spirit. By them- 
selves they know, nothing. But let them take up and identify 
themselves with someone else’s interests—they will kngw them 
better, really better, than those for whom these interests are laid 
down by the nature of things, by their social condition. 

Sensibility is therefore also the peculiar quality of their thought. 
Their virtue is not thoroughness but a flair for events in the spiri- 
tual and intellectual life of their society. Their constructions 
are therefore always false or even deliberately falsified. But there 
is always something that is astutely observed. Herein lies the 
fruitfulness of the romantic movement for the social sciences.! It 
threw up problems for discussion; it discovered whole new spheres 
of study. But it was left to later research to sift the facts from mere 


power politics. Such a perspective can never give rise to a philosophy of history or 
sociology. The ‘unattached intelligentsia’ is no doubt liable to hatch out empty specula- 
tions. Yet the best chance for the achievement of comprehensive views of the whole 
course of history appears when intellectuals who are gifted with an instinct for concrete 
matters and who are, to start with, socially unattached, ally themselves with the aims 
of real existing social forces. (It is, in this context, at first irrelevant whether the real 
forces which they join show society from above, as with Ranke or Treitschke, or from 
below, as with Marx.) The first generation of the romanticists still lacked this sense of 
the concrete. Even in its later period (Fr. Schlegel, A. Müller) abstract speculation and 
awareness of real forces are to be found side by side but unrelated. Ranke, Treitschke, 
Marx show a much more powerful fusion of both faculties; it is almost possible to 
speak of progress. How much even the “first servant of the state’ is prevented by the 
peculiar character of his social position from reaching a proper philosophical or 
sociological insight into the general structure of society—even where he is personally 
endowed with a gift for ‘philosophy’—some sentences from Frederick the Great's 
Political ‘Testament of 1752 may serve to illustrate. He writes: “Too, ambitious and 
complicated political schemes are no more su | than excessively ingenious 
movemchts in a war....’ He gives some historical examples and tfien continues: 
‘All these examples show that grand schemes which are tackled too soon never come 
off. Politics is too muth subject to accidents. It gives the human mind no power over 
future events and over afiything that belongs to the realm of chance. The art of polities 
consists more in utilizing favourable opportunities than in bringing them about by 
careful planning in advance. For this reason I advise you not to conclude treaties 
which refer to uncertain evénts in the future, but to preserve your freedom of action 
so as to be able to take your decisions in accordance with time, place, and the state of 
your affairs: in one word, as your interests will require at the time’ (pp. 61 f.). Even 
the ‘political reveries’ which follow do not break through the ‘tactical approach’. 
The agent himself stands much too close to be pe to see behind the appearances of 
men and affairs and to penetrate to the structural relationships. 

1 For the importance of romanticism for historiography, cf. v. Below, Wesen und 
Ausbreitung der Romantik, supplement to his book Uber historische Periodisierung (Binzel~ 
schriften zur Politik und Geschichte, ed. by H. Roeseler,»no. 11,, Berlin, 1925). Also v. 
Below, Die deutsche Geschichtsschreibung von den Befreiungskriegen bis zu bared age 
and ed. (Handbuch der mittelalterlichen Gnd neueren Geschichte, Munich and À 


1927). o 


< 


128 STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS IN SOCIOLOG 


intellectual constructions. The ‘enlightened’ intellect of the 
French philosophes had to substitute wit and esprit for the scientific 
foundation which it lacked. With the romarticists this wit becomes 
a specific form of sensitiveness—a faculty for detecting fine shades 
of quality, supreme mastery in the art of emotional sympathy and 
appreciation. Thus the intellectual current of literary esprit, and 
romanticism produces one component of what, one might call 
‘qualitative thinking’. Its other component sprang at the same 
time, though in a wholly different way, from the attitude of 
feudalistic conservatism.! It was due, as we have seen, to their 
lack of any firm roots in the social structure that the romanticists 
were excluded from an understanding of ultimate ends, that their 
thought was full of direction but without starting-point, that they 
defended causes which had their social basis elsewhere—in strata 
of greater social yitality. Their fate is typical of the fate of the 
intelligentsia in’the modern world—clearly traceable since the 
eighteenth century. The fate of the world of thought is in the care 
of a socially unattached, or barely attached, stratum whose class 
affinities and status in society cannot be precisely defined; a 
stratum which does not find the aims it pursues within itself but 
in the interests of strata with a more definite place in the social 
order, This fact is of the greatest importance for modern thought, 
because the ultimate directions and aims of ideological movements 
are determined by their social background. If even these ultimate 
aims were surrendered into the hands of that socially unattached 
intelligentsia they would soon be scattered and frittered away. If, 
on the other hand, there were no such stratum of socially free and 
unattached intellectuals, it might easily happen that all spiritual 
content would disappear from our increasingly capitalistic society 
and leave nothing but naked interests. For it is the latter which 
are at the basis of ideas as well as ideologies. 

If one wants to carry the description of the peculiar character 
of the thought of these romantic writers beyond the two qualities 
which have already been mentioned (their interest in the 
philosophy of history and their sensitiveness to qualitative 
differences) one could hardly find a better definition of the 
romantic element than that which was give: by Novalis himself. 
He declares: ‘The world must be romanticized. That is the way 
to its original meaning. Romanticizing means nothing but 
raising to a higher level of quality, Through that operation the lower 

1 When two currents of thought mege into cach other, it is the task of the sociology 
of knowledge to discover those elements in both which showed an inner resemblance 
even before the synthesis and which thus made the synthesis possible. This is one of the 
guiding bere pcan this part of our analysis. The methodological problem has 
bag ae previously, in a similar sensey by Max Weber, in his Religionssoziologic, 
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self is identified with a higher self, since our soul consists of a series 
of qualitatively different levels. This operation is still completety 
unknown. Jn giving a noble meaning to the vulgar, a mysterious appearance 
to the commonplace, the dignity of the unknown to the known, the semblance 
of infinity to the finite, | romanticize it.’ We should like to redefine 
this ‘technique’ of thought by saying that it finds a higher Jevgl 
of cause and meaning for the facts of a given situation than 1s 
usually associated with them. We believe that this merely ex- 
presses in different words what Novalis said in the above quota- 
tion. It shows, at the same time, that the facts of a situation are 
not created or discovered by the romantic thinker. He merely 
receives them from somewhere. A typical instance of this method 
of ‘romanticizing’ is the romantic treatment of Catholicism or of 
the nobility. The existence of the nobility is an empirical fact. 
Assuming all the historical faults and virtues of the nobility as” 
known and given, romantic thought contributes its share by 
discovering a ‘principle’, and representing the historical develop- 
ment of the nobility as a struggle between conflicting principles. 
The facts which in themselves are merely parts of a causally 
interrelated situation, especially in the eyes of a person with a 
positivist approach, are thereby given a new interpretation as 
aspects of a meaningful whole. Such ‘romanticizing’ no doubt 
sheds new light on the facts (‘something is always astutely 
observed’) but it conceals the real relationships. 

It would not be necessary to spend much time on this method 
of ‘romanticizing’ if it were confined to the political sphere. The 
peculiar thing is, however, that this method led to the re-discovery 
and understanding of an older mode of thought which would other- 
wise have remained latent. Just as romantic thought failed to 
find its political aims within itself, so it took over, at a certain 


1 Novalis, Schriften, ed. by J. Minor, vol. 2, pp- 394 f; Jena, 1907. My italics. 

2 We ge ee in the hs the concealii aracter of romantic thdught. It could, 
however, be shown that the romantic met od of thought is fruitful in fields where 
interpretation is appropriate. The reason is that the spiritual sphere may be penetrated 
to varying ‘depths’. The positive meaning of Novalis’s remark an of the whole 
romantic mode of thought lies in the fact that, in contrast to the Enlightenment, it was 
aware of these different depths. For reasons of space we have to refrain here from a 
phenomenological analysis which would shew this in detail. But such an analysis 
would also have to show that the romantic preoccupation with these ‘depths’ was not a 
true one. The predominance of the subjective rai 3 introduced, an arbitrary 

ent into its interpretations and prevented the thinker from getting really inside 
bject. This also explains the possibility of abuse to which the method of ‘romanti- « 
cizing’ lends itself: the tendency to interpret, $r understand ‘from within’, causally 


interrelated situations which, by their objective nature, are incapable of such inter- , 


pretation, and to dignify mean and brutal power relationships by ‘interpreting’ them. 
Significantly enough, the possibility of a twofold interpretation js already contained in 
Novalis’s definition : one which attempts geal the ‘depths’ of the soul, and a second, 
which leads to an ideological dressing-up ST things as they are. The romantic moverent 
realized both possibilities. e 
E.S.—9Q 
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stage of its development, certain fundamental ideas opposed to 
the Enlightenment from the inventory of ideas of feudalistic 
conservatism. It ‘romanticized’ certain tentatively elaborated 
conservative theses into a full-fledged methodology, and adapted 
them to political purposes. 
. At the important juncture in the history of German social 
thought where the romanticism of the intellectuals (as the ideo- 
logical reaction against the Enlightenment) joins hands with the 
current of feudalistic conservatism stands Adam Miiller with his 
Elemente der Staatskunst (Elements of Politics). Adam Müller is not 
an author who deserves attention on account of his creative 
originality or the solid worth of his achievement. But he is one 
of those historical figures who have done a great deal to shape the 
_thought of their age, or at least of one of its predominant move- 
ments. He is the born ideologue and romanticist in the sense which 
has just been defined; receptive rather than creative, but at the 
same time a connoisseur, endowed with an exquisite flair for 
gathering up what belongs together from the teeming welter of 
contemporary ideas.! 

Since we are here Goncerned only with the main trends of 
thought, we cannot discuss in detail the beginnings of political 
romanticism, and little need be said about the early political 
writings of Novalis and Friedrich Schlegel. Everything they con- 
tain that became relevant for the subsequent development of 
thought is somehow or other worked into Adam Miller's system. 
Novalis’s beautiful essay “Christendom or Europe’ (1799) stands 
out, but it is a poetic dream rather than political thought.” 
Its ideological pomt was discovered by Miller: its criticism of 
Protestantism and its praise for the Catholic hierarchy. With 
Novalis came into the open that curious Protestant longing for 
the deserted Church which led to a considerable movement of 


1 The literature on romanticism is too extensive to be given here in full, Sore of it is 
collected in J. Baxa, Einführung <n die romantische ih ni t, pp. 176 f, Jena, 
1925, and in thd second volume of Baxa’s edition of Adam’ uiers Elemente der 
Slaatskunst. The relevant chapters in Meinecke, Weltbürgertum und Nationalstaat, and 
Troeltsch, Der Historismus und seine Probleme, are useful. Of recent works may be men- 
tioned, for example, the special volume on romanticism of the Deutsche Vierteljahrs- 
schrift fiir Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesge-chichte, 2. Jahrg., Heft g, Halle, 1924; R. Aris, 
ie Staatslehre Adam Müllers in ihrem Verhältnis zur deutschen Romantik, Tübingen, 1929; 
5 etersen, Jie Wesensbes der deutschen Romantik, Leipzig, 1926; S. v. Lempicki, 

tücherwelt und wirkliche Welt. ‘Ein Beitrag zur orretara miia der Romantik’, in 

` Dan j> teeing poe für Literaturwissenschaft und Geistesgeschichte, pp. 339 f., 1925; 
n A. Haws: Die Staatsauffassung de, Rationalismus und die Romantik und die Staatsidee 
Fichtes, in, 1928. The best brief account in English of the political thought of the 


German romanticists is to be found in R. Aris, History of Political Thought in Germany * 


1789-1815, part pkey oe 1636. 
«© 2 There is an y English translation by J. Dalton, Landon, 1844. For Novalis 
seë R: Samuel, ‘Die poctische Staats- und’ Geschichtsauffassung Fr. v. Harde è 
(Deutsche Forschungen, vol. XII), Frankfurt, 1925. nara 
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conversion and which had its sociological basis in the interests of 
Austria, in the Holy Alliance, and in ultramontanism. ie 

One clement of the early period of*romantic thought was 
taken up by Adam Müller and acquired an immense importance 
for the formation of the romantic attitude. It is the element of 
pantheism which, as an intellectual attitude, formed a curioug 
contrast with the hierarchic structure of the Catholic conception 
of the world and of Catholic thought.! Pantheism appeared for 
the first time in the modern world in the Renaissance, whose 
philosophy of nature was an intellectual reflection of the pantheist 
attitude to life. As a wide stream of thought it was vanquished by 
the growth of natural science. But there were apparently thou- 
sands of small rivulets in which it had survived. The Sturm und 
Drang period marks its first powerful reappearance. It is well 
known how much it colours Goethe’s thought.? This attitude to 
life became part of early romantic thought, and there seems to 
be some truth in the epigram: when Protestantism becomes 
atheist it tends to turn to pantheism; when Catholicism becomes 
atheist it turns into materialism.3 The pantheist attitude domi- 
nates the early period of romanticism and lends it a special colour. 
As itsemost pronounced feature appears the feeling or idea that 
God not only stands at the beginning and is not experienced only 
as the Creator, but lives in every particle of nature.* In a sense, 
both the generalizing, inductive, and positivist thought of natural 
science and the conceptions of Catholic dogma are opposed to 
this type of thought, however much they may differ from each other. 

For the Catholic Church and scientific positivism resemble 
each other in that both conceive the immanent world as rational 
and therefore as rationally intelligible. They are, for that reason, 
well able—as has often been observed before—to join forces. The 
miracle (the irrational) stands for Catholic thought at the begin- 
ning ag the creator and the act of creation; for natyral science 
the irrational has either completely digappeared or it has been 
relegated to a king of transcendental sphere of théngs-in-them- 
selves—at any rate, both systems of thought possess a purified 

IF i si - W. Dilthey’s essays in vol, 2 of his Gesammelte 
Sch spins Ha an Poor part ions of his Life of Schleier- 
macher: see also H. Ritter, Die Halbkantianer und der Pantheismus, Berlin, 1827. |, 

2 Cf. F. Bulle, ‘Zur Struktur des Pantheismus: Die Kategorie dere Totalitat in 
Goe thes naturwissenschaftlichen Schriften’, in Euphorion, vol, 21 (1914), PP: 156 ff. 

3 This connection was already noticed by Fi Schlegel (‘Signatur des Zeitalters’, 
published in Concordia, a journal edited by hfm .pp. 45 fo 1820-23). Also Stahl, 
Gegen wärtige Parteien, lecture 27; cf. v. Martin, Weltanschauungsmotive, pp. 374 f. 

4A passage may be cited which illustrates the mood as well as the structure of 

anthe ist thought: ‘Feel how a spring day, a work of Art, a loved one, how domestic 
iss, ci vic duties, human deeds weave yop, in all the dimensions of the globe, into,the 
Universe, where one art follows the other and the artist lives for ever . « 2 (A. Miter, 
Die Lehre v om Gegensatz, book 1, ‘Der Gegensatz’, p. 92, Berlin, 1804). e 
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sphere which is thoroughly amenable to rational analysis. In 
contrast to all this, the pantheist feels Life and God everywhere. 
He feels a vitality which is inaccessible to’ the rigid intellect with 
its abstract generic concepts. Thought, where it plays a part at 
all, undergoes here a change of function. Its task is no longer to 
recognize and register the rules of the game, the genera! laws 
which govern the world, but to move in harmony with the growth 
and flustuations of the world. Two tendencies of thought arise 
from that pantheism. One is the tendency to think in terms of 
analogies! which existed already in medieval alchemy and astro- 
logy, reappeared later in the romantic speculations on nature, 
and was finally introduced into political philosophy. This mode of 
thought conceives the world as thoroughly alive, but it assumes that 
one can find in it hidden sequences and analogies. The tendency 
to think in terms of analogies is still not wholly opposed to the 
ordinary method of thought which looks for generally valid laws 
in the world, since—in its own curious way—this form of thought, 
too, endeavours to find general laws—that is, morphological 
laws of succession. This thought becomes really pantheistic when 
it abandons even the analogy as a pattern of regularity—when it 
experiences every moment as something unique and incom- 
parable, any genesis as the manifestation of a life force, and assigns 
thought the task of following the rhythm of the world. Thought 
must not portray the world; it must accompany its movements. From 
this tendency arises everything that we call ‘dynamic thinking’. 
The pantheism of the nineteenth century represents a special 
form in that it became a historical pantheism—as the highest 
experience of the essence of life appeared the experience of 
history. 

We shall later on pursue in detail the varied fate of romantic 
pantheism. For the present it is enough to state that the pantheist 
dynamic style of thought was the most important heritage which 
Adam Müller received from the early period of romanticism. 
At the same>time, it is interesting to observe. tle struggle which 
takes place in his thought between the hierarchic and static 
principle of Catholicism and the new dynamics. It is almost 
possible to put one’s finger on the exact spot in the Elemente der 
Staatskunst? where the pantheist conception of things gradually 
dies dowh and gives way to the hierarchic mode of thought. 

* Later on, we shall have to, consider two other influences which 


1 Carl Schmitt, in his Politische Romantik, analyses that tendency to think in terms of 
—- and the technique of ‘removing dualities by means aa higher tertium quid’ 
very cleverly from the Catholic point of view. We feel that Schmitt does not do justice 
to the essential dynamic clement which is contained in this type of thought. 

“2 Cf. A. Müller, Elemente der Staatskunst, half-vol. t, p- 218, and Baxa's marginal 
~fomment to the passage. 
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left their mark upon the Elemente: Edmund Burke and Justus 
Möser. e 


Before turning to theranalysis of these additional influences, it is 
necessary to investigate the concrete sociological situation in 
which the Elemente der Staatskunst were written and which alone 
entitles us to consider the work as historically repre 
As the title-page announces, the book consists of lectures whic! 
had been deliveréd in the winter of 1808-9 in Dresden, ‘before 
His Highness, Prince Bernard of Saxe-Weimar, and a gathering 
of statesmen and diplomats’, and were printed in the same year 
in lecture form. It anticipates a state of mind which did not find 
expression in practical politics until the rise of the aristocratic 
opposition against Hardenberg in 1810-11.1 The main theme of 
the book is a plea for the nobility and the whole feudalistic 
attitude. This is the nucleus around which the author develops 
a whole system of political philosophy—with much brilliant 
argument and unrivalled intellectual virtuosity. The immediate 
occasion for the choice of the subject was a pamphlet by the liberal 
writer Buchholz, ‘Concerning the Hereditary Nobility’, which, 
according to the testimony of Gentz, aroused immense consterna- 
tion among the older nobility.2 We do not wish to linger on the 
much-discussed fact that Gentz encouraged Miller in his letter 
to write a refutation of Buchholz’s book and promised him an 
‘exceedingly pleasant existence’ as the reward. For us that fact 
is important only because it shows clearly that the alliance 
between romantic and feudalistic thought was causally deter- 
mined by real social relationships. Two currents of thought which 
already possess an inherent affinity are here induced to merge and 
coalesce by the influence of external social conditions. 

After these comments on the real sociological situation we may 
now return to the analysis of the two non-romantic contributors 
to Adam Miller’s thought we have mentioned, Burke and Justus 
Möser? The influence of the former is much more obvious, not 
only because Müller frequently refers*to him and praises him 
to the skies, but betause there is material evidence of his influence, 
i.e. one can show without difficulty that certain ideas are derived 
from Burke. The infleences of the feudalistic clement on Miller’s 
work, on the other hand, lie much deeper; and that is perhaps the 


1 Cf. W. Steffens, ‘Hardenberg und die stiindische Opposition 1810-11’, in LSet con Cie 


lichungen des Vereins f. Geschichte d. Mark Br nburg, Leipzig, 1907; also F 4 
Agrarlehre und eins sik der deutschen Romantik, Béclin, 1912; H. Sultan, ‘Rodbertus und 
der agrarische Sozial-Konservatismus’, in Zeitschrift J. d. ges. Staatswissensch., vol. 82, 
pp. 71 f., 1927; A. Lewy, Zur Genesis der heutigen aarischen Ideen in Preussen. 
2 Cf. Briefwechsel zwischen Friedrich Omg und Adam Heinrich Müller, 1800-29, p. 149, 
pttigarts 1857- & 
Ibid. 
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reason why they are much harder to establish by ‘positivistic’ 
methods. Adam Müller does not quote Möser once.! Yet, reading 
Müller after Möser, ong cannot help noticing how the former 
reproduces Méser’s attitude on a romantic plane; and that Méser’s 
writings contain, in a naive (unromantic) form, modes of thought 
and older feudalistic ideas which reappear on a romantic ‘level’ 
in Müller. That influence is so fundamental that the individual 
does not matter. In other words, what matters is not whether 
Müller derived that attitude from Möser himself, but whether 
Méser does not represent a type of thought which was so common 
in his time that it may have acted on Miiller through quite differ- 
ent intermediaries. 

We will begin with the less problematic of the two in- 
fluences, with Burke.2 Here again the first thing to do is to 
determine his sociological position. The importance of Burke 
lies in the fact that he was the first influential author who attacked 
the French Revolution. He was the initiator of modern anti- 
revolutionary conservatism, and all those who later on criticized 
the French Revolution from the conservative side were somehow 
influenced by him. It was Burke who, more than anybody else, 
supplied the anti-revolutionary camp with ideas and slogans. 
His ‘Reflections on the Revolution in France’ was published as a 
pamphlet against the pro-revolutionary societies and clubs which 
which were growing up in England. His comments are therefore 
the spontaneous outgrowth of that definite historical situation. 
That nonetheless—and in spite of the speed with which they were 
written—so many points of principle, so much that was to recur 
again and again, became visible to Burke can only be explained 
by the fact that he was already able to look at the revolution 
from a vantage point which virtually forced fruitful insights on 
the spectator. For a proper political understanding of the revolu- 
tion England offered so favourable a perspective that every par- 
ticular observation turned of itself into a statement of principle, 
it became ‘philosophical’—even for a mind which was, by any 
serious standards, so essentially unphilosophicai as Burke’s. Herein 


1 Cf. Baxa, ‘Justus Möser und Adam, Müller’, in Fahibuch fiir Nationalökonomie und 
Pep series 3, vol. 68, Jena, 1923. confines himself chiefly to an elaboration 
of the similarity of ideas, while we must attempt to discover much more fundamental 
similarities, viz. in the general mode of thought. 

ny 2 It is impossible to give here a comprehensive survey of the literature on Burke. 
or our purposes the most useful wcsks are: A. Cobban, Edmund Burke and the Revolt 
— the Eighteenth Century, London, 1929; J. MacCunn, The Political Philosophy of 
ode , London, 1913; M. Einaudi, Edmondo Burke e l'indirizzo storico nelle scienze politiche, 
Petar fp 0; F. Meusel, Edguund Burke und die französische Revolution. Zur Entstehung 
«yak litischen Detikens, zumal in land, Berlin, 1913; also Early Life, Writings and 
yrzespondence of Edmund Burke, ed. by A, RDI. Samuels, Cambridge, 1923; J. Morley, 
Burke, London, 1888; R. H. Murray, Edmund Burke, Oxford, 1931. . 
be E 
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lies the peculiar feature of that ‘philosophy’ (and this is the only 
real point of resemblance between Burke and Möser as opposed 
to Müller), that in the case of the former it is an involvement in 
political practice which yields philosophical insights, whereas, 
in the case of Müller, philosophical principles are to be applied 
so as to master practical problems. 

It is in itself an interesting spectacle to observe how Englantl 
provides the first*impressive picture of revolutionary France, a 
picture which guided whole generations. It is as if England 
takes revenge for the conventional portrait of herself which 
the Frenchman Montesquieu originally painted and which 
was, for a long time, decisive for the judgment of England 
abroad.! 

To the question, which aspects of Müller’s thought are already 
present in Burke’s, the answer must be that it is simply the 
specifically conservative attitude which Müller took over from 
_ Burke. It is primarily the idea of ‘history’, if it may be so called. 
Looking at it more closely one finds that ‘history’ in Burke’s 
thought is not yet that complicated, profoundly romantic, tran- 
scendental construction which confronts us in the writings of 
Miiller, and also of Savigny. It is only one element of this complex 
whole, though an important one, the element of ‘continuity.’ 
Burke profoundly stimulated conservatism to think about the 


1 The German idea of England naturally changed in the course of time. The Anglo- 
mania of the young Adam Miiller emphasized the feudal structure of English eat 
The same Adam Miller characteristically abandoned his favourable attitude toward 
England as a result of the changes in English foreign policy. (Cf. F. pee foal 
‘Die Theorie vom Staat im deutschen Oesterreich 1815-48’, in Reitschrift f. öffentl. 
Recht, p. 386, footnote 3, 1921.) It is interesting to observe the widespread appeal 
which England made at that time to the minds of contemporary Germany. At the 
time when capitalist England experienced its first crisis (iis 9), risings of the 
working classes, the agitation for parliamentary reform, and the first wave of serious 
criticism of its social and political system, German contemporaries. were still full of 
praise for England, although each for different reasons. Thus the young Adam Müller 
sces in Pigland the example of an anti-revolutionary organic social oréer ; F. J. Stahl 
praises the English constitutional system; Fr. List, the economist, looked at England 
as the nation prédominante; the liberals from Kraus to Prince-Smith glorify England as 
the home of Locke and\dam Smith; and even Marx takes English development as 
the pattern for his analysis. 7 

2 Boma characteristic passages from the ‘Reflections’ may be quoted ; ‘You will ob- 
serve, that from Magna Chifirta to the Declaration of Right, it has been the uniform y 
policy of our constitution to claim and assert our’ liberties, as an entailed inheritance 
derived from our forefathers, and to be transmitted to our posterity (Burke, Works, 
vol. 5, pp. 77 £, London, 1801-27). ‘The policy appears to me to be’ the result of 
profound reflection; or rather the happy effect of following nature, which is wisdom < m 
without reflection, and above it. . . . The peop! of England well know, that the idea 


of inheritance furnishes a sure principle of cons vation, and a sure principle of trans- 


mission ; without at all excluding a principle of improvement’ (ibid., p. 78). ‘You [the 
French] had all those advantages in your ancient states; but you chose to act as if 
you had never been moulded into civil iety, and had every thing to begin anew. 
You began ill, because you began by despring every thing that belonged to you. You 
set up your trade without a capital’ (ibid., p. 82). k 
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historical nature of society. But his is not yet the attitude to the 
historical factor which gives rise to refinements of historical 
method, which attributes an unchangeable place in the historical 
scale of values to every product of organic growth. He does not 
yet realize all the complications of the problem of value standards 
and fails to grasp the fruitfulness of the relativistic method which, 
arising out of historicism, makes even the position of the observer 
a relative one within the general process of historical development. 
He is unaware of the depth of the organic conception of society 
and of the synoptic view of the whole. All he sees is that one will 
achieve more useful results if one allows institutions to grow 
gradually than if individuals set about to construct them in a day. 
He is aware of the continuity, the gradualness of historical 
development; he stresses the gradual accumulation of the historical 
forces of the past (compare the typically English simile of 
‘capital’). He shows that reverence towards the past which one 
feels in a gallery of ancestral portraits. ‘By this means our liberty 
becomes a noble freedom. It carries an imposing and majestic 
aspect. It has a pedigree and illustrating ancestors. It has its 
bearings and its ensigns armorial. It has its gallery of portraits; its 
monumental inscriptions; its records, evidences, and titles, We 
procure reverence to our civil institutions on the principle upon 
which nature teaches us to revere individual men; on account of 
their age; and on account of those from whom they are de- 
scended,’! All these, however, are relatively unemotional state- 
ments of principles, rather than expressions of a new fundamental 
attitude. At most, one can consider them as the first appearance of 
the phenomenon which may be called a ‘positively historical’ 
conception of history, as opposed to the ‘negatively historical’ 
conception of the Enlightenment.2 To the Enlightenment the 
gradual continuity of historical development appeared as a purely 
negative element. It wofild not be true, then, to say that conserva- 
tism discoVered history as such; but it did discover a Specific 
meaning of growth, viz. its ‘aspects of tradition and.continuity. This 
example clearly shows the value ‘social attacliment’ has for the 
understanding of history. Historical thinking is fructified by the 
vital relationship in which the knowing subject stands to the 
historical process. One cannot understand history without wishing 
something from history. The sympathetic? grasp of the nature 
of historic growth which Burke achieved would never have been 
1 Ibid., p. 8o. 
kri o oh Ey api Staatslehre der historischen Schule’, in Historische 
a a OE why aig vaod Burke's ‘Reflections’, speaks of an 
transl. by Fr. Gentz, new ed., vol. sp oa, Aati, ae “ape 
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possible had not certain strata felt that their social position was 
threatened and that their world might perish. , 

Historicism is, as We have seen, an €xceedingly complex and 
many-sided phenomenon, both in its internal structure and in its 
sociological foundation. But in its chief points it is of conservative 
origin. It arose everywhere as a political argument against the 
revolutionary brgach with the past. A mere interest in history 
becomes historicism when historical facts are not merely lovingly 
contrasted with the facts of the present, but where ‘growth’ as 
such becomes a real experience. This is the common meaning of 
Burke’s ‘continuity’, French traditionalism!, and German histori- 
cism. This fundamental experience, as the common element, on 
the other hand, is accompanied by several more complex factors 
which account for the detailed ramifications.? With the fact of 
growth, of continuity as such, as the basic experience of the 
historicist, there goes always, as a second element, the preference 
for a particular epoch and a particular social stratum in history. 
Here again Burke set the example for Müller in his preference 
for the Middle Ages and his conception of the nobility as the 
chief makers of history. 

Aw analysis of the significance of the historical phenomenon 
‘nobility’ was an important problem for the conservative forces 
after the revolution. But only in exceptional circumstances are 
the outlines of a form of social life visible to those who are born 
into that form. Sociology, even a sociology which serves merely 
to ‘interpret’ and to bolster existing institutions, needs a suitable 
perspective, involving a certain ‘distance’ but also a certain 
amount of solidarity with some of the factors involved. We have 
mentioned before the value of a ‘socially unattached’ intelli- 
gentsia for making the structure of society transparent. The 


1 Rohden, in his introduction to the German editidh of J. de Maistre’s Considérations 
sur la Fřance (‘Betrachtungen über Frankreich’, Klassiker der Politik, €4. by Meinecke 
and Oncken, vol. 2, p. 24, Berlin, 1924), analyses the fundamental experience of the 
French traditionalis®, the ‘durée’, and goes on to show that it is conceived, not, dynami- 
cally’ but ‘statically’, Féllowing up this idea, we see the essence of German historicism 
in the fact that it had become ‘dynamic’ and was able to take full advantage of the 


2 The historical and socidlogical explanation of the ‘dynamic’ character of histori- 
cism in Germany is probably (I) that a Germany Conservatism in its chief trends and 


has to confront reality with an ideal just as rigidly utopian as that of a revolution. 
The revolutiona aiiitinie, on the other hang, favoured the growth of a ‘dynamic 
historicism. (11) The German middle class with its static natural-law conceptions had 
no part in German conservatism for the simple reason that it had not yet 
politically relevant. (IIT) German historicism was able to develop to a ay extent 
independently of Roman Catholicism and could therefore also avoid the static 
approach of the latter, (This independ: of Catholic influence has also been pofated 
out by Rohden.) - 
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example of Burke merely confirms that view. Burke was not a mem- 
bef of the nobility himself, he was a self-made man who sought 
admission to the inner circle of the aristocracy; his own social 
status thus was a mobile one. For that very reason he was able to 
determine in an exemplary fashion—although with an apologetic 
intention—the social significance and peculiar character of the 
nobility. In Germany, too, a member of the middle class, Adam 
Müller, became the interpreter of the nobility. France alone 
provides an example of a nobility who themselves became aware 
of the significance of their social position.! The explanation is, 
of course, to be found in their emigration during the years of the 
revolution, The detachment from their accustomed mode of 
existence which fate forced upon them gave them also historical 
and sociological insight. It is during ascent or descent in the 
social scale that the individual achieves the clearest view of the 
social and historical structure of society. In the ascent one under- 
stands what one is aiming at, in the descent what one is losing. 
What is true of the evaluation of different social strata is equally 
true of the evaluation of different epochs of the past. With the 
defence of the nobility goes an apologia for the Middle Ages— 
focused less upon the medieval status and guild system or upon 
medieval mysticism than upon the element of chivalry.? Burke, 
however, achieved little more in this respect than a sympathetic 
treatment of the Middle Ages at a time when they were simply the 
‘Dark Ages’. Nothing in his writings betrays that emotional 
sympathy which is characteristic of historical thinking, as opposed 
to a mere ‘attribution of positive value’ to historical facts. Nor 
do they show that urge to rekindle the embers of the past that are 
still aglow in the po which alone makes possible a socially 
` relevant revival of the past. In Burke’s thought the defence of 
continuity, of the nobility, of the Middle Ages has too much of 
a rhetorical flavour. All these things are indeed only of the nature 
of ‘reflections’, they do not yet constitute a distinct mode of thought. 
To turn now to Méser3—a writer who may be considered a 


1 Rohden points out that French traditionalism had its origin without exception in 
the landed nobility and he attributes a special importance to that fact (introduction 
to ‘de Maistre’, loc. cit., p. 14). | ‘ y 

2 Cf., for instance, the famous passage from the ‘Reflections’: “The age of chivalry 
is gone. That, of sophisters, economists, and calculators has succeeded; and the glory 
of Europe is extinguished for ever. Never, never more shall we behold that generous 

» >loyalty to rank and sex, that proud submission, that dignified obedience, that sub- 
ordination of the heart, which t Mlive, even in servitude itself, the spirit of an 
exalted freedom’ (Burke, Works, vol. §, p. 149). The guild system of the Middle Ages 
found its apologists in Tieck and Wackenroder. 

3 For Moser, cf. the jntrodustion by K. Brandis to the selection from Méser in the 
series Der deutsche Staat sgedanke, first series, vol, 3, Munich, 1921. A detailed bibliography 
of Widser, ibid., pp. 265 ff. Cf. also H. Baron, ‘Justus Mésers Individualitatsprinzip in 
seiner geschichtlichen tung’ in Historische Zeitechrift, vol. 130, 1924. 


OE lI, a 


¢ e . 
CONSERVATIVE THOUGHT 139 


good representative of the feudalistic trend of thought. The first 
thing that strikes one is the great difference between his genetal 
attitude and that of the romanticists. One might call his conserva- 
tism a ‘primitive’ conservatism, implying by that term that it is 
the first stage in the transition from a mere traditionalism into a 
self-ponscious conservatism.! There is here none of the reflectiye- 
ness and introspectiveness of romantic conservatism. The frontal 
attack of the Frehch Revolution against the inherited, tzaditional 
attitude is still in the future. The leitmotiv of Méser’s reflections is, 
first of all, praise of the ‘good old days’.? Somehow he stands com- 
pletely in the atmosphere of the Enlightenment. His grandfatherly 
wisdom is sober, practical, rational. Yet his rationalism—and 
here we realize that there are also several variants of rationalism 
—is not the calculating, abstract rationalism of the bourgeoisie. 

As long as planned economy has not yet unified the world, 
capitalism will always show a double mentality.4 One repre- 
sentative type of capitalism is the meticulous keeper of accounts; 
the other is the pioneering adventurer who takes incalculable 
risks. Méser’s sober wisdom has much more of the rationality 
of the peasant farmer. It is not a constructive calculation of 
abstgact factors. It is the method of carefully reckoning up the 
concrete factors of a situation. It has its origin in caution and a 
mental agoraphobia which refuses to face any dynamic factors. 
This rationality refuses to leave for one moment the sphere 
of direct experience, it revolts against any invasion by elements 
from other worlds. It is afraid of the disintegration of the conven- 
tional moral ties which make the environment what it is. It is a 
conservatism which does not want to engage in experiments 
beyond its ken. That this primitive conservatism becomes reflec- 
tive at all in Möser is due not to any sudden shock, but to the 
gradual infiltration from France of ‘new-fangled’ ideas and 
attitudes. It does become reflective. But Méser never ‘romanticizes’ 
what has happened. He may, and in fact he constantly does, 
interpret history involuntarily in the light of his own aims‘; 
but he never trie’, consciously or unconsciously, to justify some- 
thing by means of far-fetched and extrancous arguments, or to 
save it by investing ifwith a ‘higher’ meaning. 

The romanticists were full of enthusiasm for the Church, for 
the Middle Ages, and for the nobility, because something in their 


od Sec. II, p. 116, er i ak NM k 
Cf. ‘Die Spinnstube’, a local story in Works, 1, P. 24 i 
3 Sombart diotinguishes the ‘mentality of the entrepreneur’ from the ‘middle-class 
mentality’ (‘Victorian’) and analyses the two separaicly as fomponent parts of the 
‘mentality of the bourgeoisie’ (Sombart, Der Bourgeois, ! unich and Leipzig, 1920). 

4 The Omabriickische Geschichte, thougl based on original sources, is largely a tissue 
of more or less gratuitous explanations. r 
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own wish-dreams had brought these things nearer to them. They 
sought in them compensation for some of their own troubles. 
The relation between the romanticist and his ideal is never one 
of intensive study. Led on by a wish-dream inside him he merely 
grazes the surface: “Those were lovely, glorious times when Europe 
was a Christian country; when one Christendom inhabited, this 
human corner of the world; when one great bond of common 
interest joined the remotest provinces of this far-flung spiritual 
realm’—these are the opening lines of Novalis’s essay “Christen- 
dom or Europe’. They suggest the fundamental mood, and in the 
remainder of the essay it is that mood, not the subject, that is 
developed. 

Méser’s attitude is completely different. He does not approach 
his subject, he lives in it. He does not go back to the past, he lives 
in the remnants of the past which still exist in the present. He lives 
in them and his thought arises out of them. The past is not some- 
thing that lies behind him; it is an integral part of his life, not as 
a memory and a return, but as the intensified experience of some- 
thing that he still possesses and is merely in danger of losing. 

This type of conservatism which still lives in the heritage of 
the past, for which the past is not yet a memory and an object of 
reflection, has already been mentioned in our general discussion 
of the conservative attitude. We pointed out that Möser exhibits 
it in its purest form. It merely remains to illustrate that assertion. 

The following passage serves well to characterize Méser’s 
standpoint. ‘When I come across some old custom or old habit 
which simply will not fit into modern ways of reasoning, I keep 
turning around in my mind the idea that, “after all, our forefathers 
were not fools either,” until I find some sensible reason for it... .” 
Now compare this with Novalis, Méser starts out from the concrete 
datum, an old custom, an old habit, and tries to discover its 
meaning. In the case of the romanticists the thinker is, so to speak, 
the starting-point, and all his efforts are directed to discover, if 
possible, a world that will satisfy him. “Turning around and 
around’ an object is as characteristic of Méser’s thought as is 
his peculiar rationalism which must somehow find a ‘sensible 
reason’ for the behaviour of the forefathers.? Only the blind 
reliance on everything old and inherited is irrational, not a reluct- 
ance to attack traditions. Moreover, he looks for a ‘sensible 

~reason’, not for some ‘higher’ far-fetched, metaphysical justifica- 
tion. Of course, one may kec ‘turning around’ real objects and 
yet arrive at romantic or paradoxical conclusions. Of the F. rench 
traditionalists, it has been well said that they were ‘rationalists 
i 1 Works, vol. 5, p. 260. 
© 2 Cf. also H. Baron, op. cit., p. 49. 
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with irrational axioms.”! A writer like Kierkegaard, for instance, 
also practises some of that paradoxical sophistry which makes 

of a trenchant rational logic to demonstfate an irrational position. 
Möser is paradoxical only in order to surprise, not in order to 
invent irrational explanations. He merely intends to recover the 
lost ‘sensible reason’ for the inherited traditions. What is irrational 
in his thinking is,only his conviction that the ancients must have 
acted sensibly, not, however, the explanations he is trying to find. 

Bourgeois calculation is always abstract. Things and human 
beings appear solely as figures in an intellectual operation. Méser’s 
‘reckoning’ is always concrete. He really reckons with things, not 
simply by counting them or treating them as functions in a calcu- 
lable process, but because he believes that they demand his 
attention as concrete parts of a definite social context. 

From that attitude arises also the concept of ‘practice’, as he 
calls it, the eternal praise of practice as opposed to theory (a 
feature, by the way, which we shall find again, on an entirely 
different level, with the romanticists). He wrote an unfinished 
polemical essay against Kant with the title “Theory and Practice’. 
Its salient passage runs: ‘Real events often form a sounder basis 
for correct conclusions than far too exalted [gar zu hohe] premises.’ 
He fights against constructive thinking from ‘far too exalted 
premises’ in the name of concrete thinking which holds on to the 
data of experience: ‘Practice which clings to each individual 
circumstance and knows how to use it must surely be more com- 
petent than theory which in its high flight is bound to overlook 
many circumstances.’4 f 

The purpose of the essay is a justification of serfdom. It is of 
special interest because it shows clearly how the immediate 
occasion, the desire to defend an old institution, gives rise to a 
struggle between two methods of thought and thus brings out in 
full relief the differences between them which werg to engage 
conservative thought for a long time fo come. It is the contrast 


1 Rohden says: ‘If the traditionalist asks the question: “What is a nation?” the 
naive reader necessarily expects the answer, which to de Maistre represents the banal 
solution, **The totality of ell citizens.” The traditionalist answer, on the contrary, is: 
“The king and the bureaucracy.” The art of the traditionalist thinker consists in 
a problem from the armoury of the adversary and connecting it bya logical argument 
with the solution which is supplied by his own attitude to life. The discrepancy between 
the expected ‘‘enlightened” answer which is constantly present in the reader's sub-. 
consciousness and the answer which he in fact receives produces a state of anxious 
tension’ (Rohden, introduction to his edition o: ‘de Maistre’, loc. cit., p- 23), t 

2 The above-quoted sentence from Möser is taken from a fragment o! his entitled 
‘The Right of tha! Serfdom’. Referring to that title the fragment begins: Indeed a 
paradox! many a reader will think when he reads this title.’ Tō that extent Möser, too, 
uses the method mentioned by Rohdeng” a 

3 Works, vol. 9, pp- 158 f. à 

4 Ibid., p. 168. , € 
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between the method which starts out from normative and con- 
structive premises and that which proceeds concretely from the 
given data. The tension is’increased by the fact that Möser, in his 
justification of serfdom, still thinks in terms of natural-law ideas, 
since he starts from an original contract. Underneath that justi- 
fication in terms of natural law, however, works the fundamental 
intention to deduce the validity of the institution, not from 
normative premises, but from the living, practical interplay of 
social and historical phenomena. 

Another example may be mentioned which illustrates how 
much Méser is constantly occupied with the tension between 
concrete and abstract thinking. He wrote a short essay called 
‘The Moral Point of View’.! In it he tries to show, from an entirely 
different angle—in the moral sphere—that the value of a thing 
cannot be grasped on the basis of general principles, because 
measured by such excessively high standards everything must 
appear imperfect. Instead one should realize that everything 
carries within itself the point of view from which it can be ade- 
quately apprehended: ‘Can you tell me one single beautiful object 
of the physical world which retains its beauty under the micro- 
scope? Does not the most beautiful skin get knolls and furrows? 
the loveliest cheek a horrible mildew? the rose quite a wrong 
colour? Everything therefore has its own point of view from which 
alone it is beautiful.’ And at the end of the essay he says: ‘Let us 
be honest, and see the virtue of a thing only in its usefulness or 
its inherent quality. In this sense, a horse, and iron, have their 
virtues, and so has the hero who has his due share of steel, hard- 
ness, coldness, and heat.’ 

Méser’s thought contains still further elements which became 
the intellectual heritage of conservatism and were taken over 
by romanticism as parts of the feudalistic trend of thought. One 
is generally. inclined to consider the tendency towards extreme 
individualization, the demand that every man and every thing 
should themselves provide the clue for their undérstanding, as a 
typically romantic trait. An analysis of Méser’s thought shows, 
however, to what a large extent that tendency is already inherent 
in the aims of feudalistic thought. It displays already the prefer- 
ence for ‘qualitative thinking’ as a method of thought, It is 
already concerned with the problem of making the individual 


© “element accessible to thought, Already we find a close connection 


between such reflections on the method of thought and political 
aims. Our task is therefore to show that the feudalistic conception 
which still constitutes the framework of Méser’s point of view 


- 1 Works, vol. t, pp. 196 f. 
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produced modes of thóught which were just then being attacked 
by the bourgeois world; and that it was due to that attack thåt 
this thought became reflective and awafe of its own character. 

Some examples may now be quoted which disclose the political 
significance of Méser’s desire to experience every thing as indi- 
vidual, to understand it in terms of its specific ‘usefulness* In 
his essay which bears the title “The Modern Taste for General 
Laws and Decree’ is a Danger to Our Common Liberty® (1772)! 
the feudalistic origin of the emphasis on individuality, as opposed 
to the generalizing tendency of the bureaucracy, is clearly apparent. 
Right at the beginning he declares: “The gentlemen of the 
Generaldepartement [central administration], it seems, would like 
to see everything reduced to simple principles. If they had their 
way, the state would let itself be ruled according to an academic 
theory, and every councillor would be able to give his orders to 
the local officials according to a general plan. . . . That means in 
fact a departure from the true plan of Nature who shows her 
wealth in variety; it paves the way for despotism which wants 
to force everything by means of a few rules and in doing so 
loses the wealth of variety.’ 

Oge can see here quite clearly how the political struggle against 
the centralizing and rationalist bureaucracy gives rise to insights 
into problems of method. Möser clearly recognized the spiritual 
affinity between the centralizing bureaucracy and the enlightened 
monarchy, and saw the essence of despotism? in that it wants to 
force everything by means of a few rules. He calls the tendency 
towards uniformity and generalization a ‘new-fangled way of 
thinking’3 which may be used as a technical expedient but never 
as a standard of judgment in a concrete case. Every native inhabi- 
tant should be judged according to the laws and customs of his 
locality. In fact, he sees the meaning of liberty in the observation 
of these local differences. Voltaire had made fun f the fact 
that someone lost a case by the law of one village which he would 
have won by the customs of the neighbouring village. Möser 
has something to ‘say even for that paradox: ‘Voltaire need not 
have troubled to think the difference between two neighbouring 
villages ridiculous; he'could have found the same diversity between 
two families living under the same roof.’ If the decrees of the 


state are not obeyed the reason is that ‘we are trying to cover too _ 


many things by one rule and deprive Nature of her wealth rather 
than change our system.’> Having Observed the sense for variety 
1 Works, vol. 2, pp. 20 f. À 
2 This goes back to Montesquicu. 
3 Works, vol. 2,45. 21. 5 
4 Ibid., pp- 23 E 
5 Ibid., p. 26. 
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and diversity, individuality and peculiarity arising from a 
féudalistic and particularist conception of the world (which 
becomes merely reflective in Möser) we arè not surprised to hear 
that, in his opinion, every little town should be given a constitution 
of its own.! 

Nor is it surprising, in view of that tendency which had its 
roots deep in the thought and experience of feudalistic conserva- 
tism, that the Prussian nobility were slow in their appreciation 
of the idea of the nation state; and that, for a long time and even 
during the high tide of national patriotism in the first decades of 
the nineteenth century, their path to it was beset with difficulties 
and antagonistic emotions. Not until one has got to know the 
incredible particularism of the feudalistic attitude in its original 
form does one realize that, compared with the provincial particu- 
larism of that period, nationalism is already a stage in the tran- 
sition to internationalism. Here is a passage from v. d. Marwitz 
which illustrates the Prussian variety of this particularist indi- 
vidualism: ‘Prussia is not a nation which has always been what 
it is now, uniform in language, customs and laws. It is a conglomer- 
ate of provinces each of them very different from the other in its 
laws and habits. Nor can it ever become a nation. For every, pro- 
vince has for its neighbours other provinces which are not part 
of its own state but to which it feels at bottom more closely related 
than to the remote and unknown other provinces of the Prussian 
state—Brandenburg, for instance, to Saxony, Silesia to Bohemia 
and Moravia, East Prussia to Courland and Lithuania. To pro- 
pose to merge them into one means depriving them of their pecu- 
liar character, turning a living body into a dead carcass.’2 ‘There 
are many sociological differences between v. d. Marwitz and 
Möser apart from the interval of two generations.? There is first 
the fact that v. d. Marwitz was a Junker, landlord of Friedersdorf, 
and spokesman of the nobility of one of the oldest provinces of 
Prussia (Kurmark). Méser’s father, on the other hand, had been 
a councillor in the chancellery of Osnabriick who had done so 
well later on as a middle-class lawyer that’ he had actually 
governed the country for a time side by side with the aristocratic 
‘privy councillors’. As the son, of a patrictan Möser showed no 
more sympathy towards the nobility than was necessary in his 
position.* He believes in the corporative feudal state, even though 


1 Cf. the essay ‘Sollte man nicht jedem kleinen Städtchen seine besondre politische 
Verfassung geben?’, Works, vol. 3, p7. 

2 Quoted by W. Steffens, Hardenberg und die stindische Opposition, p. 30. Cf. also ibid., 
footnote 2, where it is pointed out that there was some national fecling, however over- 
laid by antagonist emotions. * 

3 Möser was born in 1720, Marwitz in 1777. 

4‘Too many princes, too many noblemen, too many scholars, are the ruin of the 

etate’ (Works, vol. 5, p- 37)- 
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he may date back his Golden Age to the days of ancient liberty 
and common property.! But just because he does not defend tke 
nobility but rather thé medieval social system with its relatively 
high degree of integration, with its hierarchic stratification? and 
feudal structure, as a whole, and takes a special interest in the 
attitude of the old peasant strata, we may accept the agreement 
between the two as typical. It confirms the assumption that at 
least one of the roôts of Miiller’s emphasis on individuality, quality 
and peculiarity is to be found in the older ‘feudalistic’ trend 
of thought. Similarly, the emphasis on ‘life’ and variety, as the 
elements which a bureaucratic rationalism is bound to neglect, 
anticipates a line of thought which is crystallized as a definite 
trend, at first in opposition to bureaucratic centralization, later 
in opposition to revolutionary natural-law thought—and points 
to later ‘philosophies of life’. The older forms of thought and 
experience were being subjected to an attack from all sides by 
bourgeois, absolutist, and bureaucratic forms of rationalism and 
were in danger of dying out. They were saved by their meeting 
and alliance with romanticism which revived them and equipped 
them with a modern theoretical foundation. 

The earliest stage of conservative thought, represented by 
Maser, is no longer a primitive traditionalism. It has assumed a 
social function in the shape of its antagonism against the ‘enlight- 
ened’ tendency towards bureaucratic centralization. Under the 
direction of romanticism its political significance changes. Its 
enemy is now the natural-law thought of the revolutionary 
bourgeoisie. 

To their conservative adversary the two variants of modern 
rationalism now appear interlocked. Under the influence of the 
French Revolution conservatism begins to acquire some insight 
into the character of bourgeois thought as well. The times called 
for resistance to it too. In their efforts to`lay bare the ideological 
roots ‘and causes of the revolution the French traditionalists 
concentrated om the metaphysical and’ religious premises of the 
eighteenth century, and made them bear the brunt of their 
attack.3 In Germany, in contrast, romanticism tends rather to 


1 Cf. the introduction by’Brandis to his selection from Méser’s works, p. xxi; also 
O. Hatzig, ‘Justus Méser als Staatsmann und Publizist’, in Quellen und Darstellung zur 
Geschichte Niedersachsens, vol. 27. For v. d. Marwitz, see the essay by [rr Meusel in 
vol. 1 of his edition of v. d. Marwitz’s works; also W. Andreas, ‘Marwitz und der 
Staat Friedrichs des Grossen’, in Historische Zeitschri vol. 122, pp. 44 iE; 1920. s © 

2 Cf. ‘Der Staat mit einer Pyramide verglickan. ine erbauliche Betrachtung (‘The 
State Compared to a Pyramid, An Edifying Reflection’) (1773), in Works, vol. 2, 

. 250. A 
i 3 ri typical example of the character of the campaign against revolutionary thought 
which was carried on by the French traditjónalists may be seen in de Bonald’s interest- 
ing essay ‘De la philosophie morale et politique du 18e siècle’ (1805), in Œ@uvfès de 
M. de Bonald, pp. 104 E, Paris, 1819. He tries to draw parallels between theism, 
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make the logical and methodological aspects of liberal thought the 
objects of its criticism. The reason is that in France the counter- 
revolution found its metaphysics ready-made in the dogma of 
Roman Catholicism; whereas in Germany—as often has been 
observed before—the schism between Protestant and Catholic 
gma rendered the metaphysical foundations heterogeneous and 
therefore unsafe. As a result, one withdrew into considering 
roblems of method. Moreover, since the revolution was not 
taking place intra muros, one could afford to thresh out differences 
of Weltanschauung on this very abstract plane. As soon as the socio- 
logical situation became more critical (after 1830) and conserva- 
tism, even in Protestant Prussia, had to retire to the stronghold of 
theism, considerations of dogma and metaphysics came again 
into the foreground. There was a feeling that the pantheist and 
methodological ground of romanticism was no longer safe. It is 
Stahl’s achievement to have satisfied that demand by establishing 
the monarchical principle once more on theistic foundations. 
„For the time being, however—during the first decades of the 
-nineteenth century—the pantheistic and methodological variant 
of counter-revolutionary thought was still able to develop freely, 
and thus to determine the character of German conservatism 
for a long time to come. Adam Miiller can claim to have drawn on 
both the feudalistic and romantic sources and thus to have given 
internal consistency to the ideological struggle. His Elemente der 
Staatskunst reveals, for the first time, the full importance and force 
of the fight against natural-law thought. Here grows up that 
phenomenon which, under the name of ‘philosophy of life’ 
(Lebensphilosophie), has ever since, and today with renewed 
vigour, assailed rationalism in all its diverse forms.! 


atheism, deism and the various forms of government. A few passages may be quoted 
which indicate his conclusions . ‘Democracy furiously casts out from political society 
all visible unity and focus of power; it sees the sovereign only in the subjects, or the 
people: just as atheism rejects the original and prime cause of the universe, and sees 
it only in its effects, in matter. In the system of the latter, matter has done everything ; 
in the system of the former, the people have the right to do everything. In fact, one 
might call the democrats the atheists of politics, and the atheists the m or jacobins 
of religion’ (pp. 128 ff.). ‘Royalism’ has its counterpart in ‘theism or Christianity’, and 
this is what he says about the centre : “The ‘‘impartial”’ moderates and constitutionalists 
of ’8g take their stand between the demo¢rats and the royalists, just as do the deists be- 
tween the atheists and the Christians; one might therefore reasonably apply to the 
constitution which they have invented the name “‘monarchical democracy". They want a 
king, but a king without a will of his own, without the right to independent action ; 
a king who, as the scholar of the narty, Mably, told the Poles, receives the highest 
respect but only the barest shadow of ailthority. By these signs one can recognize the ideal 
and abstract God of deism, without will, without action, without presence, without 
reality’ (pp. 129 ff. De Bonald’s italics). 
1 Cf. Baxa’s commenits to the Elemente de, Staatskunst, vol. 2, p- 293. Rothacker points 
out the roots of the concept in the historical school (Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften, 
pp. 62 f., especially p. 71, footnote 2, Tubingen, 1920). 
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Having analysed one by one the most important currents which 
converge in the thought of Adam Müller we may now inquirt 
which new and comprehensive political*impulses brought about 
the ideological unification of all these different tendencies in a 
single Weltanschauung. 

At this stage, conservative thought derives its impulse to empha; 
size Life, as opposed to concepts, no longer, as in the case of Méser, 
from the reaction kgainst bureaucratic rationalism alone, but also 
from the reaction against the other contemporary variant of 
rationalism, the rationalism of the bourgeoisie. If we were 
to speculate a priori about which group emphasizes Life and which 
builds on abstract, unchanging concepts, we should answer: it is 
obviously the progressives who favour Life, the conservatives who 
rely on rigid norms and abstractions. But if we look at history 
empirically, we see that it was the other way round. The reason 
is that the revolutionary thought of the bourgeoisie arose in 
alliance with rationalism. The reaction therefore naturally 
adopted the contrary ideology for the sake of mere opposition if 
for no other reason, But interpretation can penetrate even deeper. 
Revolutionary thought derives its force from the desire to realize 
a ratignally well-defined pattern of perfection of the social and 
political order. Conservative thought, opposed to the fulfilment 
of that utopia, is forced to consider why the actually existing 
state of society fails to correspond to that rational pattern.? 
This impulse which is primarily anchored in self-interest at the 
same time renders conservatism sensitive to all those factors 
which revolutionary thought—again in its own vital interest— 
overlooks, viz., the non-rational factors of organic reality. But 
whereas revolutionary thought conceives such irrationalities— 
where it sees them at all—as imperfections of reality when 
measured by the standard of reason, conservative thought— 
indulging in one of its favourite means of expression, the paradox 
—attributes to them the character of, super-ration ity.> It is, 
however, not merely a question of inverted values, but rather of 
different categori& of life and experience. This is shown, for 


1 Concerning the nature %f modern ratinalism cf. the works of Max Weber 
(especially his remarks on rationalism in legal thought in Wirtschaft und i meee. 
pp. 994 f., and on the form of rationalism which is produced by the socialisation of the 
market and by the institution of the contract, ibid., p. 79 Sombart, Simmel (Philo- 
sophie des Geldes, Leipzig, 1900), Lukacs (Geschichte und Klassenbet r 
especially the essay on ‘Die Verdinglichung uri das Bewusstsein ‘des Proletariats’). 

2 That is the stage which German conservatism has reached, for example, in Hugo, 
Sar des Naturrechts, als einer Philosophie des positiven Rechts, besonders des Privatrechts, 
ist ed., 1798. © . 

3 Itis ne our task as sociologists to decidé whether interpretation in terms of be he 
rational’ categories is objectively correct or’not. Our opinion on the value of irrationality 
must be left aside. o 


senbewusstsein, Berlin, 1923, “ 
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instance, by the fact that definition of irrationality as super- 
rationality leads to that class of philosophical systems which 
might be called in a wotd ‘philosophies of Life’, the philosophies 
which put forward, in opposition to mere reason, sometimes 
‘history’, sometimes ‘life’ or sometimes ‘the spirit’. The great 
polarities of nineteenth-century philosophical thought: ‘reality’ 
and ‘thought’, ‘concept’ and ‘idea’, ‘theory’ and ‘practice’, , 
often arose as integral parts of philosophical*systems. But they — 
were always nourished and their sociological significance was 
preserved by the corresponding political polarities of liberalism 
and conservatism. 

The most primitive form of the struggle against destructive 
rationalism through the appeal to Life consists in contrasting 
the ‘written constitution’ with a reality richer and more alive 
than the written word.! Frederick William IV’s phrase about the 
‘mere scrap of paper’ which was coined to ridicule the idea of the 
constitution goes back to this most primitive form of the fight 
against ‘rationalization’. But if we look more closely, we notice 
that it expresses a contrast which can be defined in philosophical 
language as the contrast between ‘norm’ and ‘being’. What 
conservative thought objects to in this context is that such reflec- 
tions, as for instance in the Declaration of the Rights of Man, 
start out from the ‘rights of man as such’.? The conservative is 
shocked by this procedure, by the application of the deductive 


1 This was formulated in a typical manner by de Maistre in his Considérations sur la 
France (1796) : ‘No constitution has its origin in a mere decision. The rights of the 
people have never been written, or at least, the articles of the constitution and the 
written fundamental laws are never more than plain declarations of previously exist ing 
rights of which nothing more can be said than that they exist because they exist. 
Or: ‘A written constitution of the kind that rules France today is nothing but a 
mechanism which appears to be alive.’ In his struggle for the idea that it is impossible 
to construct anything according to a rational plan from the beginning he works out 
for himself the difference between ‘creating’ and ‘changing’: ‘In his sphere of action 
man can change everything but he creates nothing.’ Here again the emphasis on 
‘growth’. Hu’ goes so far in his aversion to creation as to prophesy: ‘I do 
not believe in the durability of the American government; nor do I trust the peculiar 
institutions of Euglish America. The cities, for instance, have fiot been able to agree 
where the Congress should sit; none of them would leave ‘that honour to another. 
They therefore decided to build a new city which should become the seat of govern- 
ment. The most favourable situation by a broad river chosen and it was fecided 
that the city should be called Washington. The site of all public buildings is already 
fixed, byilding operations have begun, and the plan of the ‘‘queen of cities” already 
circulates vhroughout Europe. There is nothing in the idea as such which is beyond 
human power; it is certainly ible to build a city, But there is too much deliberate 
decision in the thing, too that is human ; and one could offer a bet of a thousand 
to one that the"eity will not be bréit, that it will not be called Washington, that 

will not sit in it.’ It is fortunate for de Maistre that he did not make that bet. 
ch the struggle against ‘artificial creation’ also Burke: “The very idea to manu- 
facture a new government is repulsive t us Englishmen’, quoted in A. Wahl, op. 44., 


PS 
1 `The constitution of 1795 is, like its predecessors, made for men. But there is on 
earth no man as such. I have seen in my lifetime Frenchmen, Italians, Russians, etc- 
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method, and the idea that a perfect state can be developed in 
this fashion; he casts about to find a different method. In thre 
course of his search, iñ his opposition to the oppositional forces, 
he remembers how hitherto the state and society, law and regula- | 
tions, have come about. He realizes that now it is discussion 
and the vote which decide matters, that now ‘reason’ wants to 
make reality, whereas formerly everything grew gradually an 
was preserved by\custom. With that realization the logical and 
the historical starting-points fall apart. In natural-law thought 
logical and historical origins were still conceived as identical; 
the theory of the social contract was at once a logical construction 
and a historical fiction. Not until Kant were the two quite 
clearly separated. Once the separation was made, the relation 
between being (growth) and norm became a vital problem for 
the collective thought of the whole epoch. 

The feudalistic opposition was faced with the bureaucratic 
form of rationalism; hence, the aspect of modern rationalism it 
criticized was mainly its questionable tendency towards gener- 
alization and mechanization. The appearance on the scene of a 
more radical form of rationalism in the shape of the revolutionary 
ratiogalism of the bourgeoisie widens the basis of attack of the 
anti-rationalist campaign. Bureaucratic rationalism consists, on 
the whole, of little more than the tendency to ‘equalize’ (the 
abolition of territorial and later of feudalistic social differences). 
Apart from that, it does not advance beyond a narrow sphere. 
Bourgeois rationalism, on the other hand, is revolutionary and 
radical just because it wants to rationalize the whole social order 
right from the beginning in a systematic manner. It opposes to 
the world as it has grown up a single rigid and static political 
system (in the form of written plans or constitutions). In reply, 
conservatism puts into the foreground, next to the struggle against 
generalization, the struggle against systématic thought, against 
thought as a static system.! 2 

fe an be a Persian, but Meclare that never 
in ay life Montesi keis te ine is 3 unknown to me’ (De Maistre, 
Considérations sur la France, Germ. ed., p. 72). Here again the intellectual attitude is 
transferred to the left-wing gpposition : ‘But man is no abstract being, sitting outside 
the “pm (K. Marx, Zur Kritik der Hegelscheht Rechtsphilosophie, ed. Fr. Mchring, vol. 1, 
P ohne progressiv iberal, who after all proved iú fact surely 
rans so py nd out pd of ee ethan Oe conservative, Tppeared to his con- _ 
temporaries as ‘rigid’, while the conservative apd the old traditional forms of develop- 
ment appeared as mobile and ‘alive’, is due {@ an illusion to which those who took 
part in the process (the contemporaries) were bound to succumb. Lukács (Geschichte 
und Klassenbewusstsein, p. 109) tries—with reference to law—to suggest a solution to a 
similar paradox: “Thus arises the appare Uy paradotical sitaation that the law of 
primitive forms of society which has ha: ed for hundreds, in some cases gven 
for thousands, of ytars possesses a fluid irrational character, continuously reborn in 


udicial decisions, whereas modern law which undergoes continuous and violent, 


@ 


e 


a 3 > = 2 
150 STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS IN SOCIOLOGY 
Rigid and immobile thought having been confronted with 
amic Life there were now two possibilities: Either one re- 
nounced all thought, denied its significance and returned to 
_ irrationality; or distinguished a rigid from a mobile form of 
thought, the latter being able to keep step with the mobility of 
life»because it is itself dynamic, The historical school chose the 
first path by combining the experience of dynamics with a , 
thorough-going irrationalism. Adam Müller, én the other hand, 
combined the dynamic experience he derived from practical 
politics with certain sociologically related trends he observed 
in contemporary philosophy, and thus came to conceive the idea 
of ‘dynamic thinking’. In this mobile thought he saw the solution 
to the political problems of the time. This leads us to a funda- 
mental methodological conception, the distinction between ‘idea’ 
and ‘concept’. 

The antithesis between ‘idea’ and ‘concept’ which Adam 
Müller elaborates in the Elements of Politics is in his case the fruit 
of earlier reflections on logic the beginnings of which are to be 
found in his work The Theory of Antithesis (1804). The development 
of his thought brings out most clearly the consecutive stages of 
the elaboration of ‘dynamic thinking’. The most important,stages 
might be described as (a) thinking in terms of antitheses, (b) 
dynamic thinking, and (c) dialectical thinking. 

The first stage is the attempt to oppose to linear deduction 
from an axiom the method of thinking in terms of polarities.! 
The rigidity which lies in the method of linear deduction is here 
overcome by dissolving all positions into antitheses. The thought 
of the Enlightenment proceeded in straight lines?; where an 


transformations appears rigid, static and complete. The paradox proves illusory 
when it is realised tbat it only arises from the fact that the same situction is seen, in 
one case, from the standpoint of the historian (who stands outside development as far 


as his method is concerned), in the other, from the standpoint of the person who stands - 


within the process, from the se vee ma of the impact of the existing form of society on 
his consciousness.’ To this undovbtedly correct observation may, however, be ac ded 
that the thought of the complete, static system is in fact more rigid than that which its 
romfantic opponents opposed to it as more ‘alive’. If conservative thought proved none 
the less more impervious to the ‘new’, the reason must be sought not in the forms of con- 
servative t t but in the fact that this current cl its eyes to the new contents. 
That is the other aspect of the paradox’which has just been discussed: the contem- 
— ies paid attention to the manner of thought (the forms of thought), whereas we as 
1 Here is woah mor ger 
as is an example for the early stage: ‘The listener is the true counter-speaker ; 
which of the two we call the active, which the passive partner or counter-a ais the 
a e is called object and whowibject, is completely arbitrary. One thing alone 
esential : if one of them is called object, the other must be called subject’ (A. Müller, 
Die Lehre vom Gegensatz, pp. 38 f.). 
2 The excessively ‘unilinead’ form of rotionalism itself gives rise, at a certain late 
stage, to a tendency towards antithetical thinking. Since ‘unilinear’ thought splits up 
everyt into sets of exclusives, it contains Within itself the elements which eventually 


„farry beyond it. In this sénse Lublinski points out correctly that at a late 
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attempt was made to construct a philosophy of history, develop- 
ment was always conggived as the unfolding of a single principfe. 
The idea of progress has its roots in a ®unilinear’ construction— 
just as, in another sphere, the rights of man are to be deduced. 
from a single idea, the ‘idea of man’. Such a construction, how- 
ever, is remote from reality, because the world cannot be urdg- 
stood in terms of a single principle. To try ‘to think from more 
than one positioħ and to comprehend the world by means of 
several principles increases the efficacy of thought and is therefore 
the first step towards improvement. This method of thinking in 
terms of antitheses and polarities is a romantic heritage. It is a 
method of thought which endeavours to reach some degree of 
mobility while remaining within the static framework.! 

‘Adam Miiller demonstrates the possibility of the two alternative 
methods of thought by two alternative methods of definition. 
He calls the first (the rigid one) the ‘atomistic’, the second the 
‘dynamic’ definition. The former consists in describing ‘the nature 
of the thing to be defined in isolation, its qualities, the parts of 
which it is composed, the symptoms by which it is recognized. 
The dynamic definition consists in mentioning some other known 


ag 


stage of the Enlightenment a position beyond mere Enlightenment was sought and 
found in the Enlightenment itself. He shows how both Kant and Schiller attempted, in 
different spheres, to overcome ‘unilinear’ thought by means of the category of ‘inter- 
action’. In Lublinski’s view, Schiller’s endeavour to portray the hero as bound up 
with his environment by mutual relations and ‘interaction’ represents the same 
emergence of a new attitude as Kant’s endeavour to establish the category of inter- 
action in thought. In both cases, the pon is that instead of merely placing correlated 
entities side by side, thinking sees the elements of experience as interrelated. Here 
once again it appears that new forms of thought are emanations of a more compre- 
hensive factor, of new forms of experience. in eee eats Literatur und Gesellschaft im 
neunzehnten Jahrhundert, 4 vols., vol. 1, P. 57+ in, 1899-1900. l 
1 N, (Gesellschaft, Staat und Recht in der Ethik des deutschen Idealismus, pp. 260 f., 
Heidelberg, 1917) points out the romantic roots of thigdynamic thinking. He mentions 
Friedrich Schlegel’s Ironie und antithetische Synthesis (ibid., footnote 1). Meinecke 
(Weltbürgertum und Nationalstaat, p. 131, footnote 2) refers to FichteYor its origins. 
H. Heller (Hegel und der nationale ‘Machtstaatsgedanks in Deutschland, pp. 139 f., Berlin, 
* 1921) tries to establith Hegel’s influence on üller through Schelling, on the one side, d 
and Gentz, on the otlftr, The only influence which is certain is that of Schelling’s 
philosophy of nature which is mentioned by Metzger (ibid., footnote ay ee follows 
A. Friedrich’s book Klassighe Pepe ec und Wirtschaftswissenschaft (Ge tha, 1903). 
Miller himself acknowledges this influenc® when he writes about antithesis in 
essay on “The Nature of nition’ (published in the review Phoebus, ed, by H. v. 
Kleist and A. Müller, and republished in Neudrucke romantischer Seltenheiten, 1924, p. 37): 
‘It was in 1803 when I succeeded in the chief ste of constructing a dynamic logic, the _ 
need for which I had felt in the name of the phi josophy of nature.’ (Cf, also Die Lehre 
vom Gegensatz, pp. 9, 11.) For the sociologist ‘the determination of priorit does not 
possess the cardinal importance that it has for the pure historian of ideas. ‘or isolated 
discoveries are for him always expressions of general social trends. It is not important 
for us whether the dynamic logic which w. ‘achieved af about the same time by H b 
Schelling and Müller, was arrived at independently or under mutual influence. | bes 
is important is to find the sources in thé social and intellectual life of the time from 
which arose the impulse to search for a dynamic logic. = 
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thing which stands in direct opposition to the thing to be defined’,! 
eX. heat through cold, love through hatred, masculinity through 
femininity. Nature herself is, on this view, nothing but ‘a whole 
[organism] composed of an infinite number of antitheses’.? This 
type of dynamic thinking remains, in any case, still deeply bound 
up with the speculations of pantheism and the philosophy of 
nature. The clement of analogy competes with the intention to 
think dynamically and the dynamic quality of the method does 
not really come to life until this type of thought turns from the 
philosophy of nature to historical reality. 

The second stage of the dynamic conception of thought finds 
expression, in Adam Miiller’s system, in the correlation between 
concept and idea. One of the most important passages in the Elements 
of Politics runs: ‘The State and all great human affairs have the 
characteristic quality that they can in no way be enveloped or 
compressed in words or definitions. . . . Such stiff forms, designed 
once for all for the State, for life and for man, as the ordinary 
sciences carry and hawk around are called concepts. But there is no 
concept of the State.’3 One asks, what is there of the State? He 
answers promptly: ‘If the thought which we have entertained of 
such a sublime object expands; if it moves and grows, as the gbject 
moves and grows; then we call the thought, not the concept of the 
thing, but the Idea of the thing, of the State, of life.’4 The difficult 
question of how to treat thought once it has become evident that 
there is a discrepancy between flowing reality and rigid thought is 
thus not solved here by simply rejecting thought altogether. The 
solution consists rather in calling only one type of thought rigid 
and hence inferior, and opposing to it the idea of a mobile form of 
thought (the ‘Idea’). The Idea too is a product of rationalization, 
but of a dynamic rationalization. It is admitted—and the above- 
mentioned sentences show that Adam Müller realized this—that 
thought need not necessarily comprehend the live object ynder a 
rigid concept fixed at a given moment of time. The single concept 
may always be static and’rigid. But thought is a process, and this 
process can participate in the changes of the bject. The theory 
demands that thought should move and grow—a demand which 
already goes far beyond the first step towafds dynamic thinking, 


otra Vom Wesen der Definition, p. 37. 


© 3 A. Müller, Elemente der Staatskunst, vol. 1, p. 20. 


‘ aces 

4 Cf. S. T. Coleridge, who develops the theory of the Idea which he had probably 
taken over from Schelling in a manner very similar to that of Adam Miller and who 
gave it a very important place in his philosophy. He defines the notion of the Idea as 
that conception ofa thing, which is not i bstracted from any particular state, form or 
mode, in which the thing may bappen to càist at this or that time; nor yet generalized 
frorfi any number or succession of such forins or modes; but which is given by the 

„knowledge of its ultimate aim’ (Church and State, pp. 11 £., 1852). 
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the method of merely thinking in terms of polarities. It is no longer 
a question merely of grasping the object through its no less rigid 
opposite. The wish to make thought jfist as mobile as life itself 
breaks through here. 

The difference between this solution-and the solution of the 
same problem by Savigny and the historical school is that the 
romantic solution does not destroy the eighteenth-century faith in 
reason. It merelymodifies it. The faith in the power of reason, in 
the achievement A thought, is not abandoned. Only one type of 
thought is rejected, the immobile thought of the Enlightenment 
which argues deductively from one principle and simply puts 
together rigid concepts. Only as compared with that type of 
thought does a widening of the horizon of potential thought take 
place. Here again romantic thought (unintentionally perhaps) 
merely continues, though more radically, and with new methods, 
the same process which the Enlightenment had already hoped to 
complete—the thorough rationalization of the world. 

What is rational and what is irrational is, after all, really a rela- 
tive question, or rather—and this is a point which we have to get 
clear—the two terms are correlative. Under the rule of the general- 
izing, and rigidly systematic thought of the Enlightenment the 
limit of the rational had coincided with the limit of that thought. 
Everything that lay beyond had been conceived as irrational, as 
Life, as a residuum which, from the point of view of the Enlighten- 
ment, was irreducible. The idea of dynamic thinking pushed the 
limit of the rational a good deal further. Romantic thought there- 
fore solved a task of the Enlightenment which the latter with its 
own instruments could never really have solved. Adam Müller 
acquired access to the dynamic experience, partly from the pan- 
theistic sources of romanticism, but also largely from a revived 
experience of the old conservative attitude to the world. He saved 
this old mode of thought from decay by equipping it with new 
instruments of thought which corresponded to the most modern 
stage of consciousness—with instruments of thought, in other 
words, which nof only incorporated but also made considerable 
advance on the thought of the Enlightenment. He helped to raise 
to a modern stage Öf consciousness a mode of experience and 
thought which historically preceded the Enlightenment. < 

It would none the less be one-sided to pretend that the above - 
quotation adequately represents Adam Miiller’s conception of idea 
and concept. It presents only the iynamic intention of thought, 
clear and freed from romantic oddities. If further passages are 
adduced in order to observe theymethod óf thinking with ‘ideas’,* 


1Cf,, e.g. Müller, Elemente der Staatskunst, vol. 1, PP, 351» 354 355» 356. Py 
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it becomes apparent that he relapses again and again into the 
rémantic tendency to think in terms of analogies. Every concrete 
event is understood by hiin only by presenting it as an ‘interplay’ 
of several forces which are mostly opposed to each other on the 
analogy with the sexes. : 

In one place he himself gives a good brief description of the 


method which he actually uses: ‘I had to show the nature of the ¢ 


State. Without any definitions which are the poison of science, I 
described the interplay between the four eterna/ estates, the clergy, 
the merchants, the nobility and the professions [Bürgerschaft]; I 
mediated [!] between the necessary differences of age and sex, 
and there developed—more clearly and precisely than would have 
resulted from the astutest analysis, and now moreover alive—the 
nature of the State.’! 

It is a matter of portraying the interplay of living forces as the 
‘mediation’? between differences. Everything that lives is con- 
ceived as alive by presenting it always as a tension between 
several antagonistic principles. Every moment, every situation in 
life is on that view nothing but a momentary mediation, a neutrali- 
zation of ever-present tensions. The following sentence from Adam 
Müller stands wholly under the influence of that conception; at the 
same time it reveals the political point, the political origin, of that 
mode of thought: ‘The social contract is therefore not a contract 
concluded at some definite time in some definite place; it is the 
Idea of a contract which is continuously and at every point being 
concluded, a contract which is at every moment renewed by the 
new freedom that begins to stir at the side of the old, and which is 
thus preserved.’ 

Here again it is quite apparent that the desire to think dynamic- 
ally has its sociological roots in the opposition to bourgeois natural- 
law thought and hopes to overcome the latter not only as to its con- 
tent but algo as to its method of thought. Nowhere else can the 
fundamental difference between the two forms of thought be seen 
more clearly. dn bourgeois natural-law thought the state is estab- 
lished by a settlement (contract) between the ¢ontracting parties 
recognized for all time as just. In feudalistic, romantic thought the 
state is an ever-fluctuating dynamic settlement between antagon- 
istic groups. Something in that conception sounds familiar to us. 

„~ Today we are quite accustomed to interpreting the historical pro- 

7> cess in terms of such polar and counteracting factors, and to con- 
ceiving any one situation of the present as a synthesis (mediation) 

of co-existing but dynamically, changing factors. This mode of 

1 Jbid., vol. 2, p. 178. À 


2 Ibid., vol. 1, p. 147- Cf. Coleridge who speaks of the Idea of an ‘ever- riginating 
„gontract (The Fried, 2 vols., vol. 1, p. 191, 7069). hotles as end 
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thought which has become almost axiomatic for us arose here in 
reaction to the ‘uniinear’ construction of eighteenth-centiry 
rationalism. In the method of thinking with Ideas (to use Adam 
Miiller’s terminology) romantic and feudalistic ‘philosophy of life’ 
did indeed create an instrument for the orderly arrangement of 
faning historical growth and for the understanding of history ag a 
totality. 

The third stage in the development of conservative «dynamic 
thought is represknted by the stage of the dialectic. It must be 
analysed in connéction with Hegel, whose complex sociological 
position leads to a very special intellectual solution. 

We must now turn to a third important category of Miiller’s 
thought which can only be understood in relation to the contrast 
between ‘concept’ and ‘idea’. 

In the discussion of Miiller’s dynamic conception of the Idea we 
have several times come across a favourite concept of his, the con- 
cept of ‘mediation’. ‘Mediation’ is a category characteristic of the 
romantic-feudalistic synthesis. All thought is, however reluctantly, 
analytical; and it has the task to reunite the parts of reality which 
it has broken to pieces. But the peculiar character of a mode of 
thought is never more apparent than where it is faced with the 
task of synthesis. The rationalist thought of the Enlightenment 
analysed by taking to pieces and atomizing things. Its synthesis 
accordingly consists in addition. Feudalist-romantic thought, as it 
has just been described, analysed by dividing a living totality, life 
or the state, into polar movements of its various parts. The question 
would have to be: How can one reach a living dynamic synthesis? 
The answer to the problem lies in the concept of ‘mediation’. 

The word recalls sometimes the common Christian idea of the 
‘mediator’, sometimes the specifically Catholic idea of the mediat- 
ing role of the Church.! But here it is really rather a special 
romantic creation which receives its peculiar modern meaning 
from the fundamental tendency of romanticism which’has already 
been described? the striving for dynamic thinking aad for an intel- 
lectual comprehehsion of the polyphony of life. But at the same 
time the concept contains also the other component which is 
derived from the fetidalistic attitude, the antipathy to the sub- 
sumption of the individual and particular under one general 
principle. Feudalistic conservatism somehow strives for some other 
definition of the relation between whole and part, between par- 
ticular and universal, than those te subsumption and addition. 
This impulse is here incorporated,in Müller’s solution. 

l i fe f the religious context. Cf. for the 
reli ad bog ein the aie E erel Persinlichkeit und Gemeinfthaft. 
Studien zur Staatsauffassung der deutschen Romantik, p. 17, Halle, 1925. á 
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In order to understand the meaning of the concept of ‘media- 
tiðn in Adam Müller’s system—its meaniyg in connection with 
the fundamental notions of ‘concept’ and ‘idea’—one has to return 
once more to the basic attitude which holds that every living 
totality is always developing and unfolding itself, that it is a 
dynamic product of antagonistic forces and principles. Sometimes, 
as has beenseen, the antithesis lies between the different estates that 
fight eath other, sometimes it is the conflict bgtween the family 
and the individual,! or between eternity and jhe moment.? It is 
the task of the agent, of the judge or of the thinker, not to conceive 
any given concrete situation as the special case of a general rule or 
or a general concept, but to experience the constantly changing 
situations as the neutralization of the changing elements of the 
process, and to understand them and deal with them as such. 
Rationalistic, generalizing thought works with the correlation: 
general law—particular case. Its methodology is based upon the 
category of subsumption. Dynamic thinking grasps the Idea, i.e. 
the inner aim and purpose of the concrete whole, and conceives the 
particular as a part of this dynamically changing whole. Its metho- 
dology is based upon the category of ‘mediation’, as illustrated by 
the role of the judge who ‘mediates’ between a law and a concrete 
case under dispute. ‘The highest judge of your land’, says Adam 
Müller, ‘should represent, not the whole as such, but the aim and 
purpose of the whole. In a small way and within his own limited 
sphere he should stand—like the Sovereign in his large and wide 
sphere—between the demands of the forefathers and the needs of 
the contemporaries, between law and dispute, carrying out a vital 
mediation, not making lifeless comparisons and calculations.”3 

The sociological root of this tendency of thought to which we 
have already alluded is here clearly visible. The threatened patri- 
monial jurisdiction of the lord, for example, is contrasted as a 
higher form, a ‘mediation’, with the jurisdiction of the bureau- 
cratic administration which merely subsumes individual cases 
under the general law.4 : 

It is not an accident that the judicial decision is here taken 
as the model. Rationalism was implicitly concerned with the 
purely thinking, theoretical, céntemplative, inactive individual 
who makes no decisions, who merely assents or denies (which is 

_ not the same as making decisions). The model of dynamic thought, 


A Müller, Elemente der Staatskunst, vor 1, P. 179. 

2 Ibid. 

3 Ibid., p. 143- 

4 For further passages confining the \erm ‘mediation’, see ibid., pp. 148, 205. 
Notęin the latter passage the expressions ‘cAlculating wisdom’, and ‘not only weighed 
and decided by quantity . . . mediated’; also pp. 206, 286, 305 (‘continuous peace- 
making’), and again applied, by analogy, to money (p. 361). 


` 


9 
> ñ ê 


CONSERVATIVE THOUGHT 157 


in contrast, is the man who decides, judges, mediates. The purely 
contemplative, theorgtical, individual subsumes under genefal 
rules. The individual who stands in tlte midst of the conflicting 
polarities of life decides and mediates. The concept of dynamic 
synthesis, ‘mediation’, therefore contains already a breach with the 
contemplative attitude.’ Dynamic thinking grasps the particular by 
decision and mediation. It should gradually become clear that the 
manifold forms of thought which the levelling effect of the written 
word has largely blurred for us are here still visible. ‘Thought’ is 
not always the sante thing; thinking differs from thinking, depend- 
ing on the living function which it fulfils. Both the man who sub- 
sumes and systematizes and the judge who decides think; yet, 
‘thinking’ as a function in the judicial decision is something com- 
pletely different from contemplative subsumption. 

For a proper understanding of the difference between the in- 
ductive rationalism of the Enlightenment and the dynamics of 
feudalistic romanticism it is not sufficient merely to elaborate the 
dynamic quality. One has to penetrate to those ultimate socio- 
logical foundations which in practice determine the varying forms 
of the relation between theory and practice. By the way, the ad- 
hereyts of both modes of thought also reflect on this very problem 
of the relation of theory to practice, and they reach, of course, 
different conclusions. 

Before turning to this problem of the relation between theory 
and practice, it is, however, necessary to say a word or two about 
the subsequent fate of the category of ‘mediation’. Already in the 
Elements of Politics (where, as has been mentioned, the pantheist 
and dynamic begins, at a certain point, to fade before the Catholic 
and hierarchic element) there are passages which represent medi- 
ation not as an automatic mutual combination of dynamic polari- 
ties, but in the new meaning of reconciliation. The tribunal of recon- 
ciliatign which is set up above the dynamic elements is the Catho- 
lic clergy. The clergy is said to be a ‘mediatory apostolic estate’ 
whose task it is to provide a bond between the various national 
states, to mitigate the contrast between poverty and. excessive 
wealth within the states, and to preserve the spirit of ‘moral equili- 
brium’.2 The functich of mediation is therefore here assigned to a 
special institution. That this is the Catholic clergy follows naturally 


from the pro-Catholic tendency of romanticism which began with — 


Novalis. A 
e 

1 Here again a far-reaching agreement pa the ‘left’ and the ‘right’ opposition 
to the bourgeois rationalist world. Cf, for instance the condeynnatory reference to the 
calculating and contemplative character ofthe capitalist attitude also in the le 
sphere in Lukács, op. cit., p. 109. yi 

2 Müller, Elemente der Staatskunst, vol. 1, p- 288. r 
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Once again we can observe clearly that even the most funda- 
mêntal categories of thought, the special forms of synthesis, differ 
as and when the conditioris of thought change in their sociological 
and historical structure. The same thinker constructs different syn- 
theses on a romantic-feudalistic and on a Catholic foundation. 
Eyer the formal categories of the synthesis change with his answers 
to the main problems. As long as thinking remains pantheist in 
inspiration, the antagonistic poles reach a synthgsis by themselves, 
without an extraneous mediating force. Now wie Catholic tradi- 
tion also contains philosophies based upon the idea of polarity, as 
the Jesuit scholar Przywara! has penetratingly shown. In Pascal 
one finds a philosophy of polarities, the same as in Newman’s 
doctrine of ‘opposite virtues’. Genuinely Catholic thought, how- 
ever, has the tendency to join the polar elements by means ofsome 
higher factor to which they are subordinated. Originally it was 
God. But his place may also be taken by the Church. With Novalis 
romanticism already shows this hierarchic junction of polarities: 
‘It is'impossible that mundane forces should of themselves find 
their equilibrium; a third clement, at once mundane and super- 
mundane, can alone solve this task.’? 

The more this feudalistic, romantic and pantheist thqught 
moves across into the Austria of Metternich with its largely 
Catholic traditions the more the first layer of dynamic ideas is 
overlaid by a second Catholic layer which may briefly be called 
hierarchic. The Idea and ‘mediation’ receive a new meaning. 
Since we are here concerned only with romantic and feudalistic ` 
thought, the subsequent fate of ‘mediation’ cannot be dealt with 
here, and we must resume the analysis of the problem of the rela- 
tion between theory and practice in feudalistic romanticism. 

The respective attitudes of bourgeois rationalism and feudalistic 
conservatism to this problem have been discussed in connection 
with the polemic betwéen Möser and Kant.* The former, takes 

1 Cf. his preface to A. Miiller’s Schriften zur Staatsphilosophie (Theatiner-Verlag, 
Munich), pp. vi f.e k 

2 Novalis, ‘Die Christenheit oder Europa’, in Schriften, ed. by J. Minor, vol. 2, p. 42, 


Jena, 1907. 
3 Hence, Baxa (see his Comments on the Elemente der Staatskunst, vol. 2, p. 292 f.) 


"is wrong when he tries to interpret the siotion of Idea in the Elemente by means of 
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quotationg from Müller’s later works, such as the Theologische Grundlagen; for in the 
latter the ‘Idea’ has already received a platonistically ‘archetypal’, theological mean- 
ing. A similar mistake was committed by Gentz, who tried to explain the ‘ dea’ of the 
Elemente simply on the basis of Milller’s work of 1804 (cf. Fr. v. Gentz, Schriften, ed. 
by Schlesier, vol. 4, P. 359, 1838-40). “The point is to see even the thought of a single 
author dynamically. It must always be the task of the sociologist of knowledge to 
observe how the thought of the same thinker is modified when it moves from one 
sociological position towards another within the same social environment, On the 
other hand, it will be necessary to observe in what forms certain fundamental concepts 
like ‘Idea’ and ‘mediation’ appear in other currents of conservative thought. 

>» * Cf. Sec. III, p. 141, above. 
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practice as his guiding principle and makes theoretical reasoning 
follow practice; the latter separates the two spheres and subse- 
quently establishes a relation between them. It has also been seen 
that the ‘practice’ which Möser contrasts as the living element 
with theory is not only free from all mystic elements but that it is 
something exceedingly sober—just as his custom and habit, 
religion and tradition are in no way the irrational factors which 
they became in the hands of romanticism and the historical.school. 

From feudalistic, conservatism romantic conservatism derived 
merely the denial os the autonomous nature of theory and the con- 
ception of thought as embedded in life. The peculiarly irrational, 
fluid element is an independent contribution of urban middle-class 
romanticism. Thus the romanticism of Adam Miiller possesses, in 
place of Méser’s sober ‘practice’, a concept of ‘life’? in which 
the ‘practical’ element is mingled in a peculiar manner with 
emotional elements and with remains of the contemplative mystic 
consciousness. 

The mere men of practice can satisfy Miller just as little as the 
mere theorists, because the former ‘are confined to such narrow 
spheres of action, are oppressed by such petty conditions, and shut 
up in such narrow-minded localities that they find it just as hard 
to escape pedantry as it is for our theorists to escape visionary en- 
thusiasm [Schwdrmerei].’! Whereas for Möser a narrow sphere of 
action had still meant living contact, Müller sees in the man of 
practice the danger of pedantry. He now begins from two sides the 
process of mystifying, irrationalizing, ‘romanticizing’ practice. On 
the one hand, he stresses that aspect of practical thought which 
later on came to be admired as ‘the sureness of instinct’. He sets 
out to prove that ‘principles are of no use, only the feeling for what is 
advisable and good which has been gathered by long experience’ .? 
Möser, too, had been aware of this—but his conception of practice 
was a different one. The second aspect under which he introduces 
irrationality is that of pure change and becoming, tite protean 
quality which acgording to him characterizes Life and Practice or 
whatever else he may call the antagonist to rigid systematic theory: 
‘The kind of politics to which I refer should treat of the State as 
flowing, living, moving, aot merely throw laws into it and then wait 
leisurely to see what is going to happen. The statesman should be 
the ever-present soul of civil society and act at once martially and 
peacefully.’ j . 

Thus there is superimposed on thejsober ‘practice’ of Méser the 
experience of the dynamic factor. Ipis thesheer flow and movement 


G 


1 Müller, Elemente der Stuatskunst, vol. 1, P- 15. 2 
2 Ibid., Introduction, p. xii. | 
3 Ibid., vol. 1, p. 11. (My italics.) 
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in the concept of life which Müller wants to grasp.! Practice 
is*characterized not only by the factors of goncrete circumstance 
and locality (a concept, by the way, which appears both in Méser’s 
and Miiller’s thought). For the romanticist, ‘practice’ does not 
mean day-to-day activity but that pure ‘becoming’ which can 
only be experienced from within. The emphasis upon the concrete 
by which the conservatives reacted to the revolution is here made 
an ‘internal’ affair and at the same time combined with a form 
of experience which in a religious age appearey: as mysticism and 
in an atheistic or pantheistic one as pure dynamism. 

This conception of life (a mixture of ‘practice’, ‘concreteness’ 
and ‘pure movement’) is none the less related to Méser’s concep- 
tion. For it too gives absolute value to something that stands out- 
side theory and in relation to which theory is seen as something 
secondary. Thought is here a function of life and practice, and not 
vice versa; practice a mere application of theory to the immediate 
situation. It is not the case that the theorist decides and the prac- 
tical man carries out the decision, but the decision actually lies in 
the comprehension of the concrete; this is the mediation performed 
by the living, practical participant and agent. Cognition is action 
and at the same time the knowledge that arises out of action. 
While, therefore, the consciousness of the Enlightenment which 
concentrated on theory was inclined to conceive even action as a 
kind of subsumption (in other words, concealed even action under 
the categories of ‘theory’) it is now possible that a vital concept 
will serve for the understanding of the concrete object. The syn- 
thesis is not a matter of joining or adding, but a mediation carried 
out from within. 

The most important phases of feudalistic romanticism thus com- 
plete a circle: a special conception of thinking in terms of Ideas, of 
the relation between theory and practice, and the concept of medi- 
ation mutually explain each other as parts of dynamic thought and 
experience. At the same time one can isolate the dynamic element 
in Adam Miiller’s thought (which, as we have seen, is clearly 
distinguishable from ‘practice’ in Méser’s sens), and thus grasp 
the conservative origin of the modern idea of ‘life’ which has its 
roots in the conservative’s experiencing of ‘pure becoming’ as an 
Absolute. 

In Miiller’s case, we can often observe how he strains to grasp 
the concrete object in its concreteness; yet he never achieves a 
proper realism. At the poin*when he should become really con- 
crete he goes off into declamations about ‘life’, ‘becoming’, the 
‘Idea’, and his discussions are naless abstract (though ina different 


1 For further examples of the pure experiznce of dynamics see ibid., pp. 4, 144) 115» 
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way) than the ‘normative’ abstractions of the Enlightenment 
to which they were supposed to be the reaction. And yet, this 
forced and at first merely programmatic’triving for dynamics gave 
rise to an important aspect of the modern philosophies of Life. 
The realism of the second half of the nineteenth century in- 
cluded a romantic conservative element which corresponded to 
this intense preoccupation with Life. This dynamics was at first 
experienced in isolation; in its German development it later took a 
twofold direction. In its romantic direction it gets more and more 
‘internalized’. In Adam Miller’s thought it is—in intention at 
least—still in alliance with the desire for the concrete, practical 
and sober. Later, however, it becomes more and more separated 
from it and is experienced by itself in all its purity. There arises a 
kind of realism which does not look for ‘reality’ in the empirical 
object, in ‘everyday life’, but in pure ‘vital experience’. This new 
direction, after having been temporarily eclipsed by materialism, 
especially during the capitalist boom of the eighteen-seventies, 
received a new impetus from the vitalist philosophy of Bergson, 
whose notion of ‘durée réelle’ is really a revival of the romantic con- 
ception of pure dynamics. Many currents from the history of Ger- 
man thought find their way to Bergson, and German intellectual 
life received back from him, though at a later stage of develop- 
ment, much that had formerly been its own.! The impulse that 
came from Bergson combined in Germany, on the one side, with 
currents which converged in the phenomenological school; on the other, 
it entered into an alliance with the revived historicism of Dilthey. 
The peculiar qualities of the different variants of modern 
philosophies of life can be defined in accordance with the different 
tendencies which they have absorbed. However much the various 
forms of this ‘vitalism’ may differ from each other, they all 
betray their origin in (counter-revolutionary) romanticism by 
their common opposition to both Kantiañism and Positivism, the 
two variants of bourgeois rationalism which both erfdeavour to 
preserve and uphold as the exclusive módel of all thought general 
concepts and the inductive method of natural science, though on 
different epistemological foundations. All philosophies of life are 
romantic in origin, because they keep alive the opposition against 
general concepts and because they look for reality in ‘pure experi- 
ence’, free from conceptual constructions and rationalization, 
Today? one can no longer speak of them as counter-revolutionary, 
1 For the existence of the conception of ‘dufe in French traditionalism, see P, R. 
Rohden, 7. de Maistre als politischer Theoretiker, p. 217, Munich, 1929; see also Brinck- 
mann’s review in the Deutsche Literatur-eiting. > £ 
2 This was written in 1925. Since then, various counter-revolutionary movements in 
Germany and elsewhere have made use of ‘vital’ categories in building up their 
ideologies. —Ed. ğ 
E.S.—11 
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since they have mostly become politically indifferent. But the aims 
oftheir thought and experience originally sprang, in the romantic 
period, from the basic aims of conservatism. Just because this 
originally romantic current lost its political foundation (and with 
it all immediate efficiency, all concrete touch with its real environ- 
ment) it could isolate the ‘life’ and ‘pure dynamics’ of romanticism 
from Méser’s ‘practice’ and give it a more and more ‘purely ifiter- 
nalizedimeaning. 2 
The great importance of the philosophies of Lyfe consists in their 
constant emphasis on the limitations of bourgeois rationalism 
which in its expansion threatens gradually to obscure and devita- 
lize everything that is alive in the world. The philosophy of Life 
is never tired of pointing out that whatever passes for ‘real’ in our 
rationalized world is merely a reflection of the specific categories 
of Reason of which modern man has made an idol;! in other words, 
that this world of alleged reality is merely the world of capitalist 
` rationalization. As such it conceals behind it a world of pure ‘vital 
experience’. But even today the philosophy of Life betrays its 
conservative origin in that it constitutes a latent opposition to the 
rationalist world which surrounds us. But, having lost all political 
interest and significance, it can find no direct way of changing 
things; it exalts the idea of ‘becoming’ in the abstract but has 
severed all connection with the actually ‘becoming’—though 
rationalized—world. Nevertheless, philosophies of ‘Life’ are an 
integral part of present trends of evolution—in fact, a very import- 
ant part. They serve to keep alive a certain form of experience; it is 
an open question to what social trends they will ally themselves in 
the future.? As a position from which to understand the world, the 
philosophy of Life is a useful counterpart to the currents of thought 
which stand under the spell of an absolute rationalism. For it 
teaches us again and again to put aside the rationalizations which 
conceal the real nature’of things and to avoid shaping our con- 
sciousness to the pattern of the theoretical attitude alone. It always 
splits up and_relativizes "what we believe to be ‘rational’ and 
‘objective’. b 
The romantic experience of pure dynamics followed another 
path in the hands of Hegel. Opposed to the raethod of ‘internaliza- 
tion’ he sought an ‘objective’ standpoint and thus combined the 
dynamic clement with the concrete problems of the political and 


1 Here again parallels, though of a yery different structure, can be found in the left 

Cppantion; cf. Lukács, op. cit., Das Problem der Verdinglichung, passim. 

` ' As far as it is possible to judge at present, it has the tendency—when it regains 
political significance—to provide an ideological foundation for the modern eruptive 
activist currents (whether in a reactionary or progressive sense). This at any rate is 
true of the ian trend which provided the impetus both for Fascism and for the 

„direct action of syndicalism (Sorel), 
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historical world. That meant that he gave up the purely ‘internal’ 
experience of dynamicg; by means of a new process of rationalizh- 
tion, he transformed it into ‘dialectics’*But at the same time he 
preserved the lasting conservative discovery of movement by turn- 
ing it into a method of understanding the growth of history. The 
dilemma, rigid thought-irrational dynamics, which appeared jn 
the open at the beginning of the new century, he solved by the 
answer: There is a higher order of rationality than that of abstract, 
rigid thought; theye is dynamic thinking. That answer constituted 
the final triumph o¥ the tendency which has been observed before 
in Adam Müller, i.e. the tendency to extend the sphere of potential 
rationalization and to use the new method for the understanding 
of history. That Hegel succeeded in this, that he did not, like the 
romantics, lose touch with the real world and take refuge in mere 
‘internalized’ experience, was due to the fact that he clung, with 
indomitable perseverance,! to the historical reality which was 
then the basic reality for conservatism. 

Adam Müller’s type of romanticism developed at first in alliance 
with the feudalistic opposition; but, since the latter could not 
maintain itself in the long run, it was soon left without any real 
social backing and had in part to escape into the Austrian camp 
in order to keep alive at all. That, however, meant the destruction 
of all that had arisen organically out of it, that gave it meaning and 
derived its meaning from it. As a visible ‘movement’, it did not 
even last as long as Metternich. For as a living influence in intel- 
lectual life, it had been done with in the forties; a critic like Heine 
had completely seen through it as early as in 1833, and still more 
in 1839. 

But in turning the mere experience of dynamics into a rational 
method of thought of a higher order, Hegel at the same time sets 
the problem of dynamic thinking and the whole complex of ques- 
tions concerning truth and a standard of Value, which occupy us 
to the present day. We cannot here describe this whofe range of 
problems and aaalyse the social background of Hegel’s thought. 
It is important onty to show that it is the ‘objective dynamics’ of 
Hegel which is absorbed in the synthesis of Marxism. Marxist pro- 
letarian thought has therefore also a dynamic and dialectic con- 
ception of reality. Hegel and Marxism have this in common with 


1 The following passage from the Rechtsphilosophie (add. to § 13, p. 290) sounds like x 
a confession in this direction: ‘A will which decides nothing is no real will. . +. 
Only by means of decisions does man enter reality, however hard it may be. For 
laziness will not venture beyond a state of solitary brooding in which it keeps open an 
unlimited possibility. But possibility is not r¢ality. A will which is sure of itself is not 
therefore lost in the thing it determines.’ $ e d 

2 Cf. for instance Heine’s Romantische Schule (1833), or the essay “Der Protestantignus 
und die Romantik. Zur Verständigung tibér die Zeit und ihre Gegensätze’, a manifesto 
publ. in the Hallische Jahrbücher fiir deutsche Wissenschaft und Kunst, 1839. e” 
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the philosophy of Life, that they, like the latter, are able to relati- 
vize ‘everyday’, ‘static’, ‘abstract’ thinking, and to do so on a 
dynamic basis. But whereas in the ‘internalized’ philosophy of Life 
the dynamic foundation is something that precedes all theory (i.e. 
the pure ‘durée’, ‘pure vital experience’), in Hegel’s philosophy the 
dynamic basis in respect of which he relativizes ‘ordinary’, ‘ab- 
stract’ thinking is an intellectual basis (rationality of a higher , 
order)# and in proletarian thought, it is the class war and the 
economically determined social process itself. « 

It is not necessary to go into all the details which might be men- 
tioned. Our purpose was merely to show that not only the content 
of thought, but even the conceptions of reality of the twofold oppo-* 
sition against bourgeois rationalism were formed in direct reaction - 
against it; that the product of the struggle was a concept of life 
which was characterized by movement, by dynamics; and that 
both the vitalist and Marxist conceptions of reality developed in 
clear continuity from this romantic opposition. 

Apart from these two directions in which the romantic-feud- 
alistic element developed there is a third path which was chosen by 
the historical school. It solves in a specific way of its own the con- 
servative problemof the relation between norm andhistory, between 
thought and existence. The determination of its sociological posi- 
tion presents quite a distinct problem; it occupies a place between 
romanticism and Hegel. But a discussion of this important current 
of conservative thought must also be left aside. 


€ e 
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$ CHAPTER III S 
ad 
The History of the Concept of the State as an 
Organism: 


A sociological analysis 


y aim in this paper is to analyse the history of a concept 
against the changing social and cultural background. 


Owing to limited space I can hardly do more than discuss 
some cross-sections in the development. 

My first question will be whether there is any give and take 
between the natural sciences and politics as far as this problem is 
concerned: or whether instead of a simple borrowing of the con- 
cept*its meaning changes when it is transferred from natural 
science to the sphere of politics. 

Perhaps I had better give the answer at the very beginning. 
Both in the history of science and of politics we find a growing 
antagonism between the concepts of mechanism and organism,! 
At a certain stage of history this antagonism between the indivi- 
dual concepts developed into two different styles of thought. By 
‘style of thought’ I understand not only a set of concepts linked 
together by a coherent Weltanschauung, but also a specific approach 
to reality which tends to influence the method of thinking and the 
presentation of the facts. Both concepts, mechanism and organism, 
origirfally emerged from the field of everyday thought, but the 
history of the emancipation of our thought pattern from ordinary 
use varies confiderably in science and in politics As far as the 


1 For general orientation consult, besides the books to be quoted later, the following : 

. Th. van Kricken, Ober die sogenanete organische Staatstheorie: Ein Beitrag zur 
Geschichte des Staatsbegriffes, Leipzig, 1873; E. Th. Towne, Die Aare der Gesellschaft 
als Organismus, ihre Entwicklung und ihre ‘Modifikationen, Diss. Halle, Philos. Fak., 1903; 
F. W. Coker, ‘Organismic Theories of the State: Nineteenth Century Interpretations 
of the State as an anism’, Studies in History, Economics and Public Law, vol. 38, No. 2, 
Columbia University, 1910; J. M. E. McTaggart, Studies in Hegelian Cosmology, Cam- 
bridge (University Press), 1918 (1st ed. 1901) fG. Busse, Die Lehre vom Staat als Organis- 
mus: Kritische Untersuchungen zur Staatsphilosopkie Adam Müllers, Berlin, 1928; O. Hertwig, 
Die Lehre vom Organismus und ihre Beziehung zur Sachi Frestrede, Jena, 1899; 
R. H. Wheeler, ‘Organismic and Mechanistic Logic’, Psfchological Review, vol. 42, 
No. 4, July 1935; Kurt Lewin, Der Ubeegang von der aristotelischen zur galileischene Denk- 


R 


weise in Biologie und Psychologie, Erkenntnis, vol. 1, 1930 os 


165 


„> 


a 3 
166 STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS IN SOCIOLOGY 


evolution of concepts and methods in the sciences is concerned, 
we are able to state the factor which governs their differentiation. 
It is the handling of objets, the practical technique of the work- 
shop and later on the laboratory which compels us to recast our 
concepts and our theories. : 

I£ we agree that it is the changing nature of practice which is 
ultimately responsible for the growth of scientific concepts, and 
that psactical activities in the workshop and in the laboratory 
were responsible for the growing precision of our scientific lan- 
guage, it is all the more urgent to raise the shme question with 
regard to the nature of political thought. The next task in the 
history of political thought is to relate the changing forms of con- 
cepts to the changing practice of political life. Whenever possible, 
I shall hint at the pattern of practice which probably stood behind 
the evolving pattern of thought. Thus I hope to show that although 
there was a constant interchange of ideas between the natural 
sciences and politics, it was ultimately always the change of poli- 
tical practice which shaped the concepts of political science. 

I shall try to trace four stages in the development of organic 
thinking. 

I. Organic thought as it first emerged on a scientific level.” 

II. The seventeenth- and cighteenth-century use of the term 
organic, when it is not yet clearly distinguished from the term 
mechanistic, : 

III. The romantic and mainly conservative use of the term in 
German philosophy. 

IV. The discussion of the same problems in terms of modern 
‘Gestalt theory’ and ‘logical positivism’. 


The emancipation of scientific patterns from the background of 
everyday thinking! can best be A sania in the political theory of 
Plato and Aristotle. Had I time to embark upon details I would 
show how iti Plato’s theories he very often draws on current analo- 
gics. When he regards the State as a man ona large scale (Republic, 
434 D) or says that the state may be just in the same sense that a 
man is just (Republic, 441) or when he makes the three classes of 
which the city is composed cortespond to the three parts of the 
soul (Republic, 441 C-D), we have an instance of what one may call 
_ Explaining in terms of primary analogies is commonly practised 
in everyday thinking because the process of abstraction is still 
undeveloped. Whenever one meets a new object one naturally 
tries to refer it to more familiar things. But instead of stating 


1 For the of jentific thinking ef. D. ier, inflrieures de 
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exactly in which respect the two things are alike, there is a ten- 
dency at this stage togconsider them as similar in every respect.* 

In Aristotle’s thought the emancipatton from everyday analogy 
has reached a further stage. He already describes the state in more 
abstract terms, but still the image of the human body is always in 
his mind. Right at the beginning of his Politics he wishes to apply 
the method which analyses the composite whole into its uncom- 
pounded elements (Pol., I, 1, 1252 A 20 f.). He thinks in-ebstract 
terms when he comes to realize that the state is a whole although 
its elements, through the passing of generations, may be continu- 
ously replaced (III, 3, 1276 A 35). But when he describes the 
nature of interdependence between these parts, the analogy with 
the living organism comes to the fore. 

The significance of Aristotle, however, from our point of view 
is not limited to the fact that he compared the state with the 
human organism; his system also furnished the most important 
concepts which later became associated with the idea of organic 
thought. Among others the ideas that the whole is prior to the 
parts and the state to the individual, and that things develop from 
within, since they contain the source of motion in themselves, 
found their classical expression in his system. His concept of 
entelechy has continuously remained in the centre of the 
discussion. 

The more one realizes that most of the elements of a future 
organic theory of the state were already foreshadowed in his philo- 
sophy, the more striking it becomes that the term organ in his 
terminology is still quite simple: it does not mean more than an 
instrument, and organic corresponds to instrumental. 

When one asks oneself what kind of practice, which types of 
reality are reflected in the underlying patterns of Aristotle’s 
thought, one has primarily to refer to two different fields. First 
there,is the rural background of contemporary thought which still 
focuses the attention on living beings, especially on afiimal life, so 
that any comparison with them will appear natural and obvious. 
Besides that, there are the simpler operations of craftsmanship. 
The concept of the organ and teleological thought correspond in 
many respects to théstage of handicraft. The organ is the tool and 
teleology is, at least partly, the expression of an age when there 
was little division of labour and the same man both planned and 
executed the work. As his mind was steadily fixed upon the ^ 
purpose of his actions, it was Patural to think that purpose 
was the driving force behind everything that happened in the 
universe, a i $ 

Owing to the prevalent conception of the tool as equivalent to 
the organ, organism at this stage does not mean more than ‘the , 
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combination of diverse parts in a joint production’.! The term 
organism has not yet become a slogan representing the principle 
of life. It will be a long time before it becomes the nucleus of a style 
of thought. 

This special style of thought could not appear until its opposite, 
the mechanistic style of thought, established itself in the sciegtific 
world. Before this could happen, the medieval social order had to 
be disselved. For, owing to the general prestige of Aristotle and to 
its agrarian environment, medieval thinking preserved his pat- 
terns of thought and the technique of organicéanalogy.? Even in 
Renaissance thought the organic pattern was predominant. The 
turning point in the history of philosophy in spite of the many fore- 
runners one could name is still Descartes.3 In his mechanistic 
thought the new style of experience finds its philosophical expres- 
sion. The essence of scientific method consists for him in breaking 
up the wholes and complexes of everyday experience into homo- 
geneous units. This ultimately leads him to conceive of nature as a 
machine. This is likewise the origin of modern mechanistic 
psychology and sociology which is pushed to its farthest extreme 
in modern behaviourism.5 

Whereas the concepts of organ and organism are ultimately the 
product of a society which is largely made up of peasants and 
craftsmen, familiar with animal life and skilled in the use of tools, 
the mechanistic theory reflects the life of early industrialism and 
the use of the simpler types of machine. The artefact, the auto- 
maton, the clock are fascinating inventions and give rise to a new 
interpretation of the universe which tends to translate everything 
into mechanical terms. To this perhaps there is to be added 

1 Cf. E. Barker, The Political Thought of Plato and Aristotle, London, 1906, p. 281; 
ETO A. Reg Aiao Sag — vivante en Grèce au IVe — 
also his book Les Origines i taboos Pace th e 


‘s A = 4 7. 
3 2 Cf. O. Gierke, Political Theories of the Middle Age, transl. by F. W. Maitland ch. IV, 
The Idea of O?ganization’, pp. 22-30, Cambridge, 1900; also H. Schmalenbach, Das 
Mittelalter, sein Begriff und Wesen, 1926. 
3 Some of the stages in the development are traced by Pierfe-Maxime Schuhl, 
Machinisme et Philosophie, ch. II, Paris, 1938. J 
4 Recently attention was drawn to the fact that even within the School of Descartes 
certain trends were at work which led to a trans ign of the pure mechanistic 
principle in the sphere of psychology. So Yt was Malebrauche himself who in certain 
passages is compelled to admit a kind of auto-regulation within the organism which is 
in contradiction to the theory of animals being machines. Cf. H. Pollnow : ‘Reflexions 
sur les fondements de la Psychologie chez Malebranche’, Revue Philosophique, 1938, 
Nos, Yh pp. 81-84. Cf. also Bréhier, E.: ‘Sur la nouvelle édition de Malebranche’, 
ega ; ne 1939, Nos. 1/2, p. a2. 
1. also to the latter the survey giyen by P. Sorokin: Contemporary Sociological 
Theories, ch. I, ‘The Mechanistic School’ p- 3 tt, N.Y. and dans rat 2 
6G. Canguilhem gives an interesting account of the technical inventions to which 
Descartes refers in his works as examples. Cf. G. Canguilhem, ‘Descartes et la tech- 
nique’, in Travaux du IX" Congrès International de Philosophie, Congrès Descartes, vol. 23 
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another hypothesis: that it is also the specialization of labour in 
the early industrial (period which forms the background *bf 
mechanistic thought.! The specializatiðn of labour went a step 
further and the dismemberment of the product into its parts is 
more familiar to this age than to the age of craftsmanship, Thus 
current economic practice also lends its support to a mode of 
e thought in which the only way to understand how anything wor 
is to take it to pieces. - 

We might be inclined to think that the appearance of the 
mechanistic modetof thought in the political philosophy of the 
seventeenth century is a mere imitation of the pattern of thought 
current in the natural sciences. But this would mean that one can 
assimilate the patterns of thought which originate in another 
field without the corresponding change in attitude in one’s own 
field. 

As long as man’s primary attitude to society was that social 
reality is something which has to be taken for granted just as it is, 
the new idea that social institutions are artefacts which originally 
were made and not created could not be developed. In that 
frame of mind one could make war and stir up rebellion, but 
this did not yet involve the conscious reconstruction of the social 
order. 

Of course this new attitude is not universal in this age, but it is 
gradually growing up in those groups which played an active 
part in the rise of state absolutism. Both the princes and the 
thinkers who gave theoretical expression to the new kind of prac- 
tice were perfectly capable of conceiving political reality in terms 
of an artefact. It was natural that a social group which built up the 
modern state out of the ruins of feudalism, which deliberately 
organized a new type of army and bureaucracy, and created a 
new industrial system to finance them, should think in mechani- 
stic terms. This social and mental type gradually developed and ex- 
pressed itself in the new theories of the state which are r presented, 
for example, in Machiavelli and Hobbes. To the former accession 
to power and the maintenance of power is mainly a technical 
problem, to the latter the construction of a state is not unlike the 
working of an automaton. One Has only to think of the existing 
social relationships in real life to realize that those who framed the 
absolute state were bound to think of their subjects in terms of _ 
homogeneous units. For them the up only exist in order to be 
taxed—thus in terms of a purely abstract financial relationship. 
Once the practical attitude towards society had changed, and one 

1 Cf. F. Borkenau, Der Ubergang vom feudalen zum bürgerlichen Weltbild, Paris (Algan), 


1934; H. Grossmann, ‘Die gesellschaftlichen Grundlagen der mechanistischen P! 
2 sophie und die Manufaktur’, in Zeitschrift für Sozialforschung, pp- 161-231, Paris, 1935. e 
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dared consciously to mould the social order, the thinkers who had 
tő cope with the task could become analytieal, breaking up wholes 
into their elements and thinking of individuals as of homogeneous ` 
atoms whose relationships were regulated by eternal laws. 

The mechanistic concept did not stand by itself but was supple- 
mented by the theory of social contract! by these thinkers. Con- 
tract seems to be the only bond which unites isolated individuals 
so that they form a political unit. Nothing is more natural than 
that such a theory should have appealed to the legists and jurists of 
the absolutist state. It is clear that anyone wko focuses his atten- 
tion mainly on barter and legal contracts is apt to lose sight of 
the older forms of social integration such as customs and habits. 
This is exactly what happened to these thinkers who took as their 
model the legal regulations of the new state and the competitive 
framework of the new commercial society, and applied it to society 
in general, 

At this stage, although the term ‘organism’ was very often used, 
it really meant mechanism. To Descartes organ and instrument 
are synonymous, and to Leibniz the organism is a natural mechan~ 
ism which differs only quantitatively from the artificial one.” 

In the early phase of their development the rising classes, 
among them the new bourgeoisie, also thought in mechanistic 
terms, when they tried to explain to themselves the essence of the 
state. They likewise start from the idea that society can be moulded | 
by man, and the idea of contract is always at the back of their 
mind together with the assumption that society must be con- 
structed out of homogencous atoms. The reason why the rising 
bourgeoisie could have so much in common with the rationalism 
of the absolute state is obvious as soon as we realize that what 
animated them beyond all the differences was the conscious 
desire to rebuild society on the basis of rational analysis. The 
main difference betwéen the bourgeois philosophers and the 
bureaucratic mind is clearly apparent in the role they attribute 
to the atoms out of which the great mechanism of society is built. 
Whereas in the absolutist theory the great watchmaker has to 
wind up the clock from outside, the atoms of the new theory 

dually become alive, make contracts of their own free will and 
ave full powers of decision, One has only to think of Locke in this 
context to see the main changes in the approach. Thus the 
equilibrium which makes for order in society wil ultimately be the 
product of their spontaneous relationships. This is the point where 
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1 For the I doctrine arki history of contract cf. also Roscoe Pound's article on 
*Centract’ in E g ar of the Social Sciences. 
2 CF. R. Eucken, undamental ‘of Modern Philosophie Thought, critically and 
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the image of the machine gradually changes into the analogy with 
the living organism! fn which the spontaneity of life is present‘in 
all the elements and out of their vitalify follows the organic har- 
mony of the whole. It is to Kant’s credit that he synthetized these 
trends? and realized their ultimate logical consequences. In the 
65th, paragraph of his Critique of Judgment? he establishes*the 
theoretical differences between organism and mechanism in three 
main statements. When defining the organism he emphasizes 
that in the latter the parts are reciprocally cause and effect of each 
other, which meays their spontaneity and mutual interaction. 
Then, he points out that the parts in an organism are only possible 
through their reference to the whole; and, thirdly, that the whole 
is an end in itself and has its own causality. Kant’s achievement 
was to formulate the ultimate logical consequences of a new type 
of thought which completely corresponded to the democratic 
pattern of action which was spreading so rapidly in England and 
in France. It was through Rousseau that the new spirit reached 
him, and we have a most valuable document in his fragments 
where he confesses that the French philosopher taught him that 
the crowds were not just crowds but the living protagonists of the 
Rights of Humanity. “There was a time when I believed that all 
this [i.e. the thirst of knowledge] might contribute to the honour 
of humanity, and I despised the crowd that knows nothing. It was 
Rousseau who set me right. That dazzling privilege disappeared 
and I should think myself far less useful than common artisans if 
I did not believe that my line of study might impart value to all 
others in the way of establishing the rights of humanity.”4 

Each of Kant’s three aspects of the concept of organism was 
later to become the starting-point of new political principles. His 
conception of the living parts and their mutual interaction sup- 
ported the claims of the subject against the state, and the rights of 
the smaller units. The theory that the parts are determined by the 
whole paved the way for a new understanding of the growing 

. 
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1 For the trend in thé development of economic theory cf. H. Denis, ‘Die Physio- 
kratische Schule und die erste Darstellung der Wirtschaftsgesellschaft als Organismus: 
Der Kreislauf des Blutes und der Kreislauf der Güter’, in Zeitschrift für Volkswirtschaft, 
Socialpolitik und Verwaltung, 1897. 7 

2 Ce Erich Kaine Uber den Begriff des epee in der Staatslehre des 19. Jahrh., 
pp. 3 f., Heidelberg, 1908; and Eucken, of. cit., p. 1 

3 kases Gritine i Judgment, transl. EY H. Bernard, 2nd ed., pp. 276-7, London, 
1914. , 

4 ‘Fragmente’, Werke (Schubert-Rosenkranz)ii, 240, quoted by R. Fester, Rousseau 
wad. dhe coutecha Gachichspilesophie. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des deutschen Idealismus, 
p. 69, Stuttgart, 1890. The above quotation is given in Bosanquet’s translation. Cf. 
also K. Fischer, Immanuel Kant und seine Lehre, 3rd ed., 1889 ; Chapter 14 in his 

der neuern Philosophie, vols. 3-4; B. rig a The Pi Theory of the Stateggrd 
ed., p. 217 ff., 1920; M. -Bruhl, ‘De l'influence de Jean Jacques Rousseau en 
Allemagne’, in Annales de l’. libre des Sciences Politiques, July, 1897. 
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community spirit, in which even the spontaneous parts only exist 
with respect to the whole. The idea of the whole as an end in itself 
foreshadows the growth of the spirit of nationalism and the theory 
of the ‘Volksgeist. The great builders of philosophical systems such 
as Fichte, Schelling and Hegel could only free themselves from 
the’spell of the eighteenth-century mechanism by starting with 
Kant’s seemingly dry and abstract definitions. 

The*question arises: how was it possible that the philosophical 
implications of a new type of political experience could be worked 
out in a country which was still untouched byy the revolutionary 
movement and the new spirit of democracy? The answer is to be 
found—in my view—in the empirical rules which govern the 
transplantation of ideas into new social surroundings. General 
experience proves that when intellectual groups take over new 
ideas which they cannot put into practice, these ideas tend to 
vary in two different directions: 

_1, Either they are projected on to a higher plane of abstraction. 
Since there is no scope for practical application, instead of working 
out concrete details, they are bound to turn their attention to the 
purely logical implications. In this way the ultimate principles 
underlying the new thought are laid bare. v 

„2. Or the new modes of thought may again be projected on to a 
higher plane but by quite a different method. This is precisely 
what happened to the democratic patterns of thought when they 
were transferred from Western politics to the realm of German 
philosophy where there was no opportunity of putting them into 
practice. Kant represents the first type: of the projection in forms 
of a search for ultimate implications. Fichte, Schelling, Hegel and 
the romantics like Adam Müller represent a projection of political 
experiences on to the metaphysical or aesthetic plane. 

Let us observe in twọ special cases what happened to the new 
type of democratic experience and to the corresponding patterns 
of thought” when they were handed over to German thinkers. As 
Schelling and.more particularly A. Müller are perhaps less known 
in this country, I shall take them as representative exponents of 
the organic theory of the state in that age. Schelling in his famous 
lectures ‘The Method of Academic Study? (Vorlesungen über die 
Methode des akademischen Studiums, 1803)! already builds upon 
Kant’s achievement, but whereas Kant was very cautious in 
framing his abstract definitions of organism, Schelling uses the 
new concept as the basis of 4 new style of thought. He makes a 
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1 F, W. J. Schelling, Sämmtl. Werke. Erste Abteil vol. 5 207-352, Stuttg.- 
fr E 7 - 5» PP- 352, Stuttg- 
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systematic attack on the eighteenth-century concept of natural 
Right and on the whéle set of attitudes underlying its arguments. 
It is interesting to note his objections as*to the latter. He points out 
that for one thing they were too formalistic, secondly that they 
were too analytical, thirdly that they had too deterministic a con- 
ception of the state, and last he criticizes them for having con- 
structed the state too exclusively out of the egoistic instincts ofthe 
individuals. To Schelling the state should be thought ofon the 
level of philosophical construction as ‘the objective organism of 
freedom and a werk or art within reality’ (als einen objektiven 
Organismus der Freiheit und als ein reales Kunstwerk).1 

If we look at this definition of the state as the objective organism 
of freedom, we have an example of what we have called projection 
of empirical ideas on to a higher plane. When Schelling is speaking 
of the state as an organism, he never thinks of it as a biological or 
social organism but as a mental and spiritual one. It is obvious 
that the problems of practical organization of society which were 
troubling the minds of French revolutionary thinkers were, in 
his concepts, projected on to a higher metaphysical plane. 
He definitely creates a gulf between the plane of the philo- 
sophjcal construction of the state and the pragmatic writing of 
history. 

Although his metaphysical theory of the state is completely out 
of the line of our present-day thinking, it would be wrong to sup- 
pose that the problem as such is an entirely fictitious one. His 
contempt for the realistic elements of the state blinded Schelling, 
but the fact that he was blind to the social factors should not blind 
us to his superior sense of spiritual integration. 

1. He realized that the social organism is bound to differ from 
the biological one, its parts, unlike those of the individual organ- 
ism, being made up of conscious beings which are also free in their 
decisiens. Thus, on the level of legal *regulations, where the 
empirical state establishes itself, we cannot really grasp the 
genuine forms.of integration in spiritdal life. Legal regulations, 
being only negative in nature, will be, even in their sum, an 
inadequate picture of the integration which takes place in intel- 
lectual history. The State therefore, as we empirically conceive of 
it, represents only one aspect of the integration of human activities 
into a whole. It presents the life of the spirit only in those aspects 
in which freedom is limited. The state on this level is therefore 
only a kind of ‘second nature’, mechanistic and deterministic. 
One has therefore to surpass that level if one wants to see the whole 
as an organism of freedom. Just as, whenedealing with biological 
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organisms, the deliberate limitation of our approach to some 
causal sequences in mechanistic terms doeg not reveal their real 
nature, the pragmatistic, ‘purely empirical approach to the state 
prevents us from seeing the metaphysical organism standing 
behind it. Although this projection of the solution of the problem 
on to a metaphysical plane which, in his philosophy, immediately 
leads us to the concept of the world soul (in Hegel’s case to the 
world spirit) cannot satisfy us, one cannot deny that he saw the 
problem clearly. The pattern of integration which is to be applied 
to human beings endowed with consciousness and freedom is 
bound to differ from that which is used in natural science where 
the fusion of consciousness is not yet a problem. 

2. Another merit of Schelling’s philosophy was that he thought 
of nature in evolutionary terms long before Darwin! and that for 
him and even more for Hegel the spiritual organism of which the 
state was just an aspect was not a static but an evolving pheno- 
menon.? Although their philosophy was too speculative, by these 
very concepts they laid the foundations of a new kind of study in 
Germany which was later called Geistesgeschichte (cf. Dilthey and 
his followers), an entirely empirical study, based upon detailed 
documents of the transformation of the human mind during the 
course of history. 

But the concept of the state as a spiritual organism is, as I said, 
only one aspect of the changing style of thought in the German 
romantic movement. What I wish to convey through an analysis 
of A. Miiller’s thought is that this movement moulded nearly all 
the concepts dealing with historical experience, and only against 
this background can the changing concept of the state be fully 
understood. 

In Schelling’s case we have seen how empirical concepts are 
transformed when they are projected on to a metaphysical plane— 
A. Müller in his Die slemente der Staatskunst, Dresden, 1808-9, 
provides auother instance of this projection, but in addition his 
work shows how completely revolutionary concepts can be trans- 
formed by a traditional and conservative attitude. 


Here we have to remember that the romantic movement in 
e ’ 


1 L. Roth, ‘Schelling und Spencer, Eine logische Kontinuität’, in Berner Studien zur 
Philosophie und ihre Geschichte, vol. 29, ed. by L. Stein; C. Ihmels, Die Entstehung der 
organischen Natur nach Schelling, Darwin, Wundt. Eine Untersuchung tiber den Eutwicklungs- 
gedanken, Leipzig, 1916; E. W. Quarch, ‘Zur Geschichte und Entwicklung der 
organischen Methode in der Sociologie’, in Berner Studien, vol. 28, 1901. 

On the other hand, Kuno Fischer pointed to some of the main achievements in the 
natural sciences which stimulated the philosophic speculations of Schelling. Cf, Kuno 
Fischer, F. W. 7. Schell-ng, and ed., 2 vols., 1894~5, pp. 332 f. (In his Geschichte der 
neuern Philosophie, vol. 6.) Cf. also W. Pagel, ‘Religious Motives in the Medical Biology 
of the XVIIth Century’, in Bulletin of the Institute of the History of Medicine, vol. 3, NO. 4+ 

+ pp. 295-6, April 1935. 
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Germany wag not, as most people think, originally a conservative 
movement. The early ¢omantic thinkers were like most members 
of the German intelligentsia! in full sympathy with the French 
Revolution. But the Terror horrified them, the Napoleonic wars 
aroused their nationalist spirit, and the restoration period stiffened 
them into rigidity. These changes are reflected exactly in the 
changing meaning of their concepts and in their ways of thougfit, 
as I tried to show by my studies on conservative thought.? 
This is the reason, among others, why the originally progressive, 
revolutionary meaning of most of the terms, although it never 
disappears entirely, is remoulded and transferred to a new 
plane. 

A. Miiller, like Schelling, fully realized that he was creating a 
new type of thought when he attacked the mechanistic theories of 
the Age of Enlightenment. He goes so far as to say that this type 
of thinking was responsible for the Revolution. His target is the 
‘declaration of the rights of man’ and the idea of a written consti- 
tution. A written constitution means that people imagine that a 
state could be thought out, that one could make it, whereas a state 
grows. Making and growing are two completely different things— 
and the core of this organic theory is the principle of growth. The 
state grows, and as Burke,3 by whom he is deeply impressed, has 
shown, it is through the medium of slow traditional changes that 
the really valuable elements in social life develop. Whereas the 
bureaucratic mind of the seventeenth-century thinkers was 
focused upon those parts of society where contracts and legal 
regulations are the only bond, it is the achievement of the post- 
revolutionary, conservative thinkers to have directed our attention 
to those spheres of social life where the integration of society takes 
place without the conscious interference of some organizing 
agency. It is against this background that we have to understand 
A. Miiller’s statement that the essence of history and of the state is 
a kind of inner vitality, the opposite of which is the <igidity of 
abstract concepts. What he is aiming at; therefore, is the creation 
of a new type of thought which is based upon ideas which are 
dynamic and thus are capable of coping with the ever-changing 
nature of reality, It issinteresting to notice in which direction the 
principle of vitality (which for the revolutionary thinkers was 


1 Cf. A. Stern, Der Einfluss der französischen Revolution auf das deutsche Geistesleben, 
Stuttgart-Berlin, 1928; also M. Levy-Bruhl, op. ait. s 

2 K. Mannheim, ‘Das Konservative Denkeng Soziologische Beitra zum Werden 
des politisch-historischen Denken in Dernen f Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft, 
vol. 1-2, 1927 (translated in this volume, pp. 74 f )a k 

+ Rd Reale dal his influence in this respect c£. A, Cobbasf, Edmund Burke and the 
Revolt against the Eighteenth Century. A Study of the Political and Social Thinking of Birke, 
Wordsworth, Coleridge and Southey, London, 1929. 
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identical with the spontaneity of the atoms of socigty) is being 
transformed. To Müller vitality, life, is either represented by the 
slow spontaneous growth f traditions and customs or by the irra- 
tional elements in our mind, and is diametrically opposed to mere 
theory based upon rigid analytic concepts. It is impossible not to 
see,how this romantic antithesis between the life stream and the 
mitchanic rigidity of concept leads through invisible undeércur- 
rents ultimately to Bergson’s philosophy. 

The organic type of thought is also present in his interpretation 
of the state as the result of continuous struggle between antagon- 
istic forces. In his remarkable early study ‘On Antithesis’! (Die 
Lehre vom Gegensatze, Berlin, 1804), he laid the logical foundations 
of a new pattern of thought which, when applied to history, 
enabled the romantic thinkers to discard the idea of progress. 
Most styles of thought have a hidden symbol behind them. ‘The 
age of Enlightenment thought in terms of a straight line. This is 
gradually replaced by another symbol of current and counter- 
current. Although this thinking in terms of antagonistic forces will 
later become the basis of the dialectical principle in Hegel and 
Marx, in A. Miiller’s phrasing thesis and antithesis is not yet com- 
pleted by synthesis, Instead of the term synthesis he makes use of 
mediation (Vermittlung), the task of the statesmen being continuous 
mediation between the antagonistic tendencies in the state. 

The deepest element in romantic thinking is reached when, as 
a result of the dynamic concept of the historical organism, many 
of the romantic thinkers come to realize that time, as conceived in 
history, is utterly different from time as it is Measured by the clock. 
The idea of historical time means that not every moment in the 
course of events is of equal significance. 

Taking time seriously was the great endeavour of all the tradi- 
tionalist post-revolutionary philosophers. The bitter experience of 
the Revolution that these who put abstract schemes into practice, 
irrespective of the historical circumstances, are bound to fail, 
made these thinkers aware of the historical configuration in which 
they lived. The time of which they suddenly became aware was 
the time in which an historical community lives. The time based 
on common inner experience: is qualitatively different in two 
historical groups, even if the chronological date should be the 
same. 

. Thus the time which the historian deals with is concrete and 
unique, every moment contains a completely different historical 

1 In the romanticist doctrine of polary an old thought pattern is transferred by way 
of natural philosophy ipto the field of political thinking. The doctrines of Paracelsus as 
further develo in Robert Fludd’s (1574-1637) teachings overflow into medical 
biowgy and constitute a jar blend ef alleles motives and scientific hypotheses. 

, CL W. Pagel, op. cit., part 5. 
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configuratiog, in which every institution depends on the rest, and 
it would change its meaning if it were transplanted into anotlrer 
4 historical community. Even the political organization, the state 
or a constitution is aliving product of one’s community; one can- 
not successfully transplant it into another social organism. What 
suits the French, does not suit the German. Here the conservative 
© «interpretation of the individualistic aspect of the organism becoffies 
apparent. The organic concept here means the uniqueness of 
living configurations and is therefore wholly opposed to the idea 
of generalization and to comparative studies. Anyone who realizes 
that the dominant tendency in the writing of history in Germany 
originated in the logic of the romantic school will understand why 
these historians even later repudiated any attempt to generalize 
about history. 

The logical foundations of the ‘Historical School’ were closely 
related to the organic style of thought. They not only stressed the 

‘ uniqueness of the time element and that of historical situations but 
emphasized the individuality of every nation as a whole. The 
nationalism aroused by the Napoleonic wars is reflected in the 
uniqueness of the Volksgeist,! which is conceived of as a kind of 
emanating force which manifests itself in every element of national 

life. In connection with the concept of emanation the technique 
of knowing is being gradually shifted from causal explanation to 
intuitive understanding. It is the latter alone which ultimately 
helps us to penetrate into the core of the unity of the Volksgeist 
and to interpret the meaning of every cultural product in terms 
of national self-expression. Although in the Historical School the 
emphasis was not so much laid upon the state as upon Volk, the 
organic state as represented in its law is only genuine if it naturally 
evolves from the silent growth ofits institutions, ‘die stillwirkenden 

Kräfte’ (Savigny). The idea of artificially setting up a systematic - 

rational legislation like that of the Code*Napoleon was strongly 
attacked by Savigny, who is to be considered the founder of that 
school, the teachings of which penetrated into all the branches of 

historical studies, and produced scholars like Eichhorn, K. F. 

Boeckh, Ranke and the Grimm brothers. 

The elements of which the romantic and conservative style of 
thought was composed (the theory of the spiritual organism, of 
historical growth and inner vitality together with the principles of 
antagonism, the historical concept of time, the uniqueness of any 
historical configuration and the individuality of the Volksgeist) 

1 Cf. H. Kantorowicz, ‘Volksgeist und Historische Rechtsschule’, in Histor. Zil- 

schrift, vol. 108, 1911; G. Rexius, ‘Studien zur Staatslebre der historischen Schule’, in 

Histor. Zeitschrift, vol. 107, 1911; E. Rothacker, Einleitung in die Geisteswissenschaften, 

Tübingen, 1920; E. Troeltsch, ‘Der Historismus und seine Probleme’, Ges. Schriften, 

vol. 3, Tubingen, 1922. d 
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were not biological; the organic patterns have been genuinely 
transformed. Emerging from an utterly new approach to history, 
they helped us to realize social phenomena which formerly passed 
unnoticed. , $ 

This is how the romantic adaptation above all differs from a 
later penetration of the pattern of organism into the social 
sciences as represented in the writings of Spencer, von Lilienfeld, 
Schaffle, Worms, Fouillée during the second half of the nineteenth 
century. Limited space prevents me from dealing with them, but 
the most important criticism should be stated here, that by being 
too subservient in the application of the pattern borrowed from 
biology, they failed to do justice to the genuine problems of the 
social sciences proper. They very often stated mere generalities and 
stretched the analogies too far. 

Our history of the concept ‘organism’ would remain incom- ` 
plete, were we not at least to hint at its contemporary form as it 
presents itself in the modern Gestalt theory. We have—even if 
very briefly—to deal with the modern form of the old controversy 
between the mechanistic and organic theory as it was carried on 
between the logical positivists and those who have worked out the 
Gestalt theory, because without their analysis it is impossible to 
understand the real meaning of the whole process so far described. 
Although the main classification of concepts and methods this 
time took place in the natural sciences and in philosophy, the 
names like those of von Ehrenfels, Köhler, Wertheimer, Berta- 
lanfly, Woodger and Schlick are the most important in the con- 
troversy, the Gestalt theory has already been applied to the theory 
of the state as in the recent writings of A. Menzel and A. Vogel.! 
That the Gestalt theory is nothing but the modern variation of the 
organic theory can be seen from the following facts: It emerged in 
Germany, and has only lately been transferred to the Anglo- 
Saxon world. It is likewise opposed to the mechanistic style of 
thought and very often uses the old arguments. As is known, the 
new variation of organic thought, the Gestalt theory, emerged 
mainly in the field of experimental psychology, but it was very 
soon applied to physics, biology, and, as I have said, recently even 
to the study of the state. ? 

To putit very briefly, its essence is the emphasis upon the whole, 
Gestalt, which is always considered a new entity as compared with 
the sum of its elements. As the oft-repeated example shows, the 
melody is entirely different from the sum of the single notes. In 


_ 1A. Menzel, Zur Psychologie des Staates, Vienna, 1915 ; ‘Die energetische Staatslehre’, 

in Archiv scl Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik, vol. 66; W, Vogel, ‘Rudolf Kjellén und 

ca m p dic deutsche Staatslehre’; in Zeitschrift für die ges. Staatswissenschaft, 
1, 1926 
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every field we find such wholes. As Kéhler has shown, there are in 
physics systems of enefgy which are not simply the sum of indii- 
dual forces. In this field, in an electroStatic system the elements 
are dependent on each other and on the whole system, and they 
always try to restore this equilibrium if it happens to be disturbed 
by external interference. Thus a mechanistic analysis of the con- 
stituent parts and forces cannot tell us much about the nature of 
the whole. : 

What, then, is new in the Gestalt theory as compared with the 
organic theory? I think it has the merit of being more carefully 
stated than the organic theory and less overburdened with meta- 
physical implications. It speaks of wholes and systems of which the 
organism is merely one. By speaking in more abstract terms it 
avoids the projection of inner hidden force into the objects. What 
still remains of the age-old antagonism between mechanism and 
organism is the absolute gap, the leap between mechanical sum 
and the Gestalt, the latter being conceived as something completely 
new. 

But even this gulf has been bridged in the recent discussion 
between the modern representatives of the old traditions where the 
mechanistic point of view has been adopted by the logical 
positivists. 

According to Schlick, for example, there is no leap, no inherent 
difference between the mechanistic sum and the Gestalt integra- 
tion. In his words: ‘Were I to know everything about a people and 
its history, were I in the position to gather information about all 
the possible activities of an individual in minutest detail, there 
would be no need to enlarge my existing knowledge by making 
statements about wholes like the “general will” or about the 
“nation as such”’.’! 

The advantage of this interpretation is that it avoids splitting 
up the realm of science into two incoherent fields—that is to 
say one which is governed by the mechanistic methdd and the 
other by the Gewalt integration. In the same way it avoids creating 
two different spheres of reality in the very same object: as if the 
sum of the people were utterly different from the nation. But a 
great rapprochement is Shown wheii the logical positivist no longer 


1 M. Schlick, ‘Uber den Begriff der Ganzheit’, in Erkenntnis, vol. 5, 1935» P. 55: Cf. 
also K. Duncker, ‘Behaviorismus und Gestaltpsychologie,’ and R. Carnap, 
‘Erwiderung’, both in Erkenntnis, vol. 3, 1938733; K. Grelling and P. Oppenheim, 
‘Der Gestaltbegriff im Lichte der neuen Logit’, Erkenntnis, vol. 7, 19373 Ludwig von 
Bertalanffy, Modern Theories of Development, an Introduction to theoretical Biology, translated 
and adapted by J. H. Woodger, ch. VIII, ‘The Organistfiic Theories’, London (Oxford 
University Press), 1933; ‘Tatsachen und Theorien der Formbildung als Weg gum 
Lebensproblem’, Erkenntnis, vol. 1, 1930; J. H. Woodger, Biological Principles, A Critical 
Study, New York (Harcourt, Brace), 1929. 
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rejects the Gestalt integration. To him the Gestalt isone of many 
possible methods of integration and the‘practical aim decides 
which method would be the more appropriate one. 

As soon as this stage is reached, I can advance my own hypo- 
thesis: 

-Whether the same reality (natural or social) presents itself in 
terms of a mechanistic total or of a Gestalt depends on the practical 
purpose. Man seems to approach the very same reality from 
different levels of action, and so the very same world may appear to 
him as a mechanistic total in which the individual elements are 
still clearly visible, or as a Gestalt where the parts themselves are 
fused, but some of the relationships between them are uncon- 
sciously emphasized. 

In the experimental sciences these different levels of approach, 
these methods of handling the object can often be clearly defined. 
Thus in biochemistry attention is focused on the elements and 
their sums, whereas in biology proper, this method would lose 
sight of many connections which only become visible when they 
are studied, so to say, from a greater distance. Thus even in the 
natural sciences a definite distance is created between oneself and 
the object and there are different levels of manipulation. Biology 
proper mostly makes use of a Gestalt perspective, concentrates on 


the relationships between and configurations of the parts rather 


than the parts themselves. 

If we were to apply the same hypothesis to the study of the 
state and society we should arrive at the same results. Whether 
the mechanistic or the organic (Gestalt) approach was more suc- 
cessful depended, as we have seen, on the practical purposes to 
which they were applied by certain groups. ‘The philosophers who 
thought in terms of the absolutist monarchy or the rising bour- 
geoisie (thinkers who hoped to remake the state by recombining 
its elements) naturally chose the mechanistic view. Among them 
again thole who aimed at rebuilding society not from above but 
through the spontaneous will of the atoms whish composed it, 
unconsciously transformed the mechanistic conception into that 
of an organism. In order to realize that in the social organism the 
whole was an independent entity as compared with the sum of the 
parts it was necessary to wait till the rise of nationalism. In the 
same way we had to await the arrival of the conservative thinkers 
who wanted to stop revolutionary interference in order to make us 
realize the meaning of growth and time in history and in the life of 
the state, 7 

Thus it is obvious that the patterns of social activity are ulti- 
mately responsible for the transformation of the patterns of 
thought, and our next task should be to give a clear definition of 
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the differentdevels of social action and their effect on the changin, 
models of thought in social theory. $ 
The history of political science will only become a real contribu- 
tion to the Cosmos of learning if it is capable of explaining the 
history of political thought with continuous reference to the 


changing political practice out of which the changing concepts - 


emerge. 

The philosophy of the natural sciences has reached a stage at 
which it is evident that even the most empirical approach to 
reality corresponds, to the practice out of which it evolves. There 
was a phase in which we believed that the explanation of the same 
fact in organic and mechanistic terms would lead to complete 
relativism, either view being equally valid in every case. We see 
now that the difference between the organic and the mechanistic 
explanation consists in a different level of approach to the object, 
a different perspective, and ultimately a different method of 
handling it. Which conception is likely to be the more fruitful 
and adequate depends on the nature of the object examined. 

The same applies, mutatis mutandis, to the study of the social 
sciences and politics. Here again the different patterns of thought 
correspond to the different forms of political action and to the 
different levels of political approach. These various approaches, 
in their turn, are very often but not always evolved from different 
social classes and groups. 

Let me sum up in a few statements the main results of the 
inquiry. 

1. In the development of the patterns of thinking there is a con- 
tinuous interchange between the ways of thinking in the natural 
sciences and political thought. 

2, But the nature of that process cannot adequately be under- 
stood if we confine our observation to causal influences and only 
think im terms of reciprocal causation. BeRind the development of 
the two concepts, mechanism and organism, there“stood the 
development of two corresponding stylé of thought. 

3. Thus the origin, unity, dissemination and decay of these styles 
of thought is a problem in itself and has to be investigated with 
the same accuracy a8 the various styles in the history of art or 
literature. This does not mean that scientific thinking is nothing 
but a kind of artistic activity, but only that our approach to the 
various spheres of reality does not emerge out of the vacuum, that 
it does not proceed in terms of mer accumulation, but that there 
is a kind of cohesion, an inner any in the changing patterns of 
thinking. be 

4. On the other hand this is only the subjective aspect of the 


process. The unifying Weltanschauung, the styles of thought in their, , 
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turn are not absolute entities. They do not appear ovt of the blue, 
tħey are somewhere connected with social ‘history. 

5. Once this has been ‘agreed the next task is to find the con- 
necting link with social history. This cannot be found simply in the 
social classes themselves, as Marxism asserts. There is nothing in 
the concept ‘class’ which would immediately explain the fact that 
the underlying symbols and modes of thought and the methods of 
inquiry should change. The key to changes in our thought pat- 
terns is to be found—as I have tried to show—in the changing 
practice both of science and politics. If the main patterns of 
action are disclosed, then we can further inquire whether this 
was brought about by the rise of some new class or group, and 
its changed attitudes towards society. 

6. Through the Sociology of Knowledge a new approach to the 
problems of political science becomes possible. A careful analysis 
of the specific nature of political practice and of its various forms 
might disclose the main changes in its modes of thought. 

_ This also might throw light upon the deeper unity which under- 
lies scientific and political development. 
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GERMAN AND WESTERN SOCIOLOGY 


Een ° CHAPTER IV 


American Sociology? 


& 
Methods in Social Science,? edited by Stuart A. Rice, Chicago 
(University of Chicago Press), 1931 


CONSIDER it my task to convey to you the ideas awakened 
in a German sociologist by the reading of the ‘case book’ on 
) methods in social science edited by Stuart A. Rice. Of course 
2 I do not mean to say that German sociology is a single, homo- 
geneous unit. On the contrary, the most antagonistic schools of 
thought are lined up against each other in that country. However, 
even their differences reveal something common in all German 
conceptions of sociology, a common train of ideas which might 
profitably be compared with the typical American approach to the 
subjects of social science. I believe that Methods in Social Science 
furnishes a welcome occasion to confront our different mental 
habits. 

In so limited a space, however, only the fixing of a first im- 
pression is possible, without any pretension to finality. Questions 
of detail must be left aside. The only purpose of this review is to 
show the difference in the fundamental attitudes of German and 
American scholars towards the problems of social science. 

To speak of the Methods of Rice, I must begin with the confes- 
sion that a European sociologist is bound" to feel agreeably sur- 
. prised by the vast and comprehensive plan of the worksand even 

more by the sucçessful realization of this pian, aiming at a methodo- 

z logical survey by gminent scholars of the latest products of social 
research in America as well as of historically or theoretically 
important European works. This example of scientific co-operation 
reminds us of the excessive individualism prevailing in German 
sociology. In Germany, almost every author believes it necessary to 
start from a new beginning, and most scholars take pride in having 


1 From The American Journal of Sociology, vol. 2%, no. 2, P| al Ran Be 1932. 

2 Editorial Note:—The editors of erg he, have felt that this important volume in 

social science literature could scarcely be given adequate treatment by a single reviewer. 

For this reason, they have arranged a series of reviews by a number of scholars, which 

r would present a variety of points of view. The following review by Professor Karl 
y Mannheim, of the University of Frankfurt, Germany, is the first in this symposium. r e 
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systems of their own, overlooking the fact that division of labour 
and organization of scientific research are perfectly feasible in 
sociology and that central guidance could be of very great profit. 

A second fact calling for approval is that the methodological 
subject matter of the work is treated in close connection with con- 
créte examples of practical study. The problem of method is not 
examined in abstracto, but all methodological questions are 
exposed as they present themselves to the practical worker. A 
similar book written by Germans would probably begin with a 
general treatise on the difference between natural and social 
sciences, between ‘understanding’ and ‘explanation’, and on other 
such questions of principle, while the American work soundly 
confines itself to the methodological requirements of concrete 
tasks, Methodology of this kind embraces in the first place prob- 
lems like these: ‘What should one do to find out this or that? 
How should this or that problem be set forth? Where are the pos- 
sible sources of error, and what was done, and must yet be done, to 
eliminate them? (Cf. the exemplary work of Park, p. 165 and 


passim.) 
As I said, this approach to methodology from the practical ~ 
aspect is very sound and effective. There is nothing ambiguous 
| 


about it; all criticism assumes the form of conferences in a work- 
shop where the opinion of a foreman on a piece in construction is 
immediately understood by everyone, 

However, not only methodological criticism has this character 
of directness, but the sociological research work under examination 
also shows a similar quality. Each work starts from a practical 
problem, from a social task calling for immediate solution. The 
sociologist is called upon to help in finding this solution. 

_ The typical problems of American sociology arise from the 
immediate necessities of everyday life. They assume the form of 
convergent planning and concerted action aiming at ove?coming 
the diffictilties threatening the progress of collective work. This 
explains the fact that most of the subjects treated fall under the 
heading of what in Germany is called ‘social policy’. Such prob- 
lems are those of juvenile delinquency, juvenile gangs, ghettos, 
immigration policy, etc., to which excellent studies are devoted. 
This ‘sort of work brings help where help is needed without 
devoting much time to elucidating intricate problems of evolution 
and to defining exactly the historical place of the phenomena in 
the process of social evolution, It is also characteristic of this kind of 
research that it is based on ready documentary evidence, focus- 
ing on just those matters on which life itself accumulates such 
evidence. Thus the authenticity of factual observation is guaranteed 
» in advance. 
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Limitatiqn to practical problems of this kind tends to segregate 
single phenomena from the social fabric with which they 4re 
interwoven, thereby disintegrating thé whole of social life. An 
endeavour towards clarity and exactness, evidenced by the choice 
of well-defined and concrete subjects, is accentuated by the use of 
notion-patterns ready for use by anyone. Every phenomenon {will 
be subjected to an analytical treatment laying bare its correl&tions 
with these notion-patterns. Thus the variety of problems and 
aspects will be reduced to a single set of terms. The appreciation 
of a scholar will depend on his skill in handling the technique of 
research and on hfs ingenuity in experimentation. 

In fact, nothing else could be expected. Collective research, 
that is to say, research which may be continued by anyone from the 
point where it has been interrupted, demands a certain simplifica- 
tion of the phenomena. The embarrassing multiplicity of living 
facts must be broken up and articulated so as to lend itself to a 
mental treatment from which all ambiguity and subjectivity is 
banished and by which the exactness of all terms is guaranteed. 

The above seems to me to be typical not only of the contribu- 
tions to Rice’s compendium but also of most of the representative 
specimens of American sociology. However, after having rendered 
justice to the high merits of this:scientific attitude, I feel obliged 
to point out some of its shortcomings, It seems to me that the 
scientific outlook which I have characterized above necessarily 
misses some essential points, not so much in the treatment of its 
problems as in its fundamental conception of social life and 
social science. 

The more one approves the empirical outlook of American 
science—agreeing with its motto that science, after all, is not called 
upon to reassert the supremacy of all the irrational factors which 
tend to thwart an effective and intelligent control of social 
phenomena—the more significant is the urleasiness with which one 
reads some, though not all, specimens of this kind of scientific 
research, ° % 6 A 

To confine ourselves to Rice’s compendium, we must admit a 
very marked and painful disproportion between the vastness of 
the scientific machinéry employed and the value of the ultimate 
results. The subject and title of most of the contributions evoke the 
highest expectations; yet, after having reached their conclusions, 
one is tempted to ask, disappointedly: ‘Is this all?” ’ 

It need not be repeated that this does not apply to all papers 
contained in the book. However, in order to make our attitude 
clear, we have to over-emphasize a little“ all the typical traits, 
meritorious as well as defective, which in our opinion distingfiish 
American sociology from our own. 
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Now it may be worth while to ask what is wrong in a scientific 
attitude which, on the whole, is so sound and well founded. What 
is to blame for the inability of works of such flawless methodical 
integrity really to satisfy us? 

The essential seems to me to be this: American social science of 
the-kind which I regard as typical has the defects of its qualities; 
indeed, the defects which we have to point out are almost in- 
separable from the qualities which we praised. 

1. The first reason why we are left unsatisfied by this type of 
science is the limited scope of the questions to which it confines 
itself and the character of the social knowledge towards which its 
efforts are directed. 

It is certainly worth while to examine the conditions responsible 
for the neglect and delinquency of juveniles. It is equally useful to 
know which type of immigrant will adapt himself best. A couple 
of the best contributions are devoted to these themes. However, if 
such problems are treated in isolation while the totality of social 
problems remains neglected, if the scholar examining details does 
not aspire towards a comprehensive view of social reality or shrinks 
from generalizing hypotheses out of mere caution or owing to 
methodical asceticism, then the most excellent work of detail is 
bound to remain in a vacuum. Society at a given stage of its 
evolution is no mere agglomeration of exactly observable indivi- 
dual data, of sparse events and relationships all of which, added 
together, in some way produce the picture of the whole, but a 
combination of interdependent phenomena, and even more: a 
structured whole or Gestalt (a term used here in a gencral, not 
merely psychological, sense). If we divide this whole into its 
parts, and focus attention on the individual functioning of each 
part, then we shall necessarily overlook a very important aspect of 
the functioning of the parts, namely, their relation to the whole to 
which they belong. An individual event or a social phenemenon 
is adequately described only if it be characterized as a manifesta- 
tion of the life.and functioning of society as a whole. The observa- 
tion of individual tasks and their analysis are both necessary to 
attain scientific truth, but once this task is done, the scholar must 
turn to the whole of social life and interpret the detail from the 
aspect of the whole. 

Nothing could be learned on the economic laws of exchange if 
ohe were to confine one-self to the psychological and empirical 
analysis of so many hundreds of thousands of individual acts 
of barter without formulating the principles of economic cir- 
culation. These principles are never exactly represented by facts; 
yet they form the mental pattern to which the individual facts are 

» referred. The same applies to all empirical observations. They 
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must be coafronted with constructive principles. Empirical data 
are only useful if they are enlightened by a constructive hypothesis, 
by a theory of social processes in general. 

It seems to me that American sociology suffers from an exces- 
sive fear of theories, from a methodological asceticism which 
either prevents the putting forth of general theories or else kéeps 
such theories as exist isolated from practical research. T 

To have nothing but theories without verifying them, to discuss 
theoretical dicta as a kind of mental sport serves no useful end 
whatsoever. On the other hand, it is a misunderstanding of posi- 
tivism to try to know reality without having theories. Finally, 
to have theories but not to apply them to reality may be 
attributed to an excessive love of security which must lead to 
sterilization. 

2. This ascetic attitude towards theories seems to be based on a 
mistrust of ‘philosophy’ or ‘metaphysics’. Unwillingness to discuss 
basic questions, however, does not benefit positive research, In 
conversations with American scientists one often hears the criticism 
that German sociology is still lingering at the ‘philosophic’ stage, 
and has yet to make some progress before attaining the ‘scientific’ 
one. Correct as this criticism may be as regards many German 
authors who indulge in metaphysical escapades under cover of 
sociology, it would still be a mistake to overrate the antagonism 
between philosophy and science, and to brand as ‘philosophy’ in a 
defamatory sense every theory, every constructive hypothesis 
penetrating beyond immediate and tangible experience and out- 
lining a comprehensive system of social and historical phenomena. 
We must distinguish between ‘speculative’ and ‘constructive’ 
mind; the latter is as indispensable to any empirical research as 
the former is detrimental. To think speculatively is to sit at a desk 
and conceive casual and uncontrolled ideas on all things on earth 
and in*heaven. To think constructively means to build up, by an 
effort of constructive imagination, a structure which is ‘mbedded 
in the phenomena themselves but cannot be detested by direct 
observation of any individual fragment of reality. > 

It is possible that many Amerjcan scholars will admit the im- 
portance of theoretical construction. However, the main thing, 
in the field of methodology, is not to have a right opinion ‘but to 
act according to it. Now, it seems to me that the most valuable < 
specimens of ‘empirical’ sociology show a curious lack of ambition 
to excel in the quality of theoretical insight into phenomenal 
structures. They reveal a greater anxiety not to violate a certain, 
very one-sided, ideal of exactness. One aimost ventures to say, 
such works aim in the first place at being exact, and only in the 
second place at conveying a knowledge of things. Now, as to this, : : 
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I believe that it is much better first to seek to have some knowledge 
of a vitally important matter, and only afterwards to worry about 
the method assuring the highest possible degree of exactness. 

American sociology seems to yield too much to the fascination 
of natural science. Although it is admitted that all social pheno- 
méha are not measurable, still numerical proportions are the ideal 
of exactness toward which most scholars are striving. However, 
before adopting a specific ideal of exactness, one should inquire 
which ideal suits best the particular field of phenomena to which 
research is to be devoted. In the field of philological and historical 
science where interpretation plays a foremost part the criteria of 
exactness are quite different from those prevailing in experimental 
psychology, physics, etc. 

Exaggerated ‘methodological asceticism’ often results in the 

drying-up of the sources of scientific inspiration and invention. 
In order to know social reality one must have imagination, a 
particular brand of imagination which I should like to call 
‘realistic’ because it does not create fiction but exerts itself in 
binding together apparently unrelated facts by means of a vision 
of structural correlations which alone enables us to see the frame- 
work into which every fact, even the most casual one, is fitted. 
Like other qualities required for science, such as self-criticism, 
control of methods, etc., this realistic imagination must be culti- | 
vated through generations. 
_ Harmful as the excessive philosophical tradition dominating 
intellectual life in Germany may be (such tradition is always 
harmful when it dominates exclusively, without confronting specu- 
lation with the facts) philosophical training is useful whenever it is 
tinged with the yearning for the knowledge of real things. Then 
it may evolve into a realistic imagination which makes for in- 
creased constructive power. Such philosophical training, acquired 
in many generations, is responsible for a greater capacity of 
recognizilig connections between things, for the development of a 
comprehensive view of the social process as a whole, instead of 
mere isolated treatment of sporadic facts which can be mastered 
in a division of jobs. Comprehensive vision will put every fact in 
its place within the framework of a broad hypothesis embracing 
the whole of society. 

It is true that, according to Comte’s fundamental conception, 
the survivals of the old philosophical and metaphysical stage must 
be eliminated once the empirical stage is reached. However, these 
survivals cannot be eliminated by simply sacrificing everything 
reminiscent of philosophy, or of a philosophical conception of 
meee Ù but only by applying to the facts and fructifying in em- 

+ pirical research that gift of consistent questioning and compre- 
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hensive vision which humanity for the first time developed in its 
philosophy. ° 

3. While on the one hand American*sociology lacks a certain 
courage in outlining broad theories, or rather shrinks from inquir- 
ing into the structural aspects of social life as a whole at a given 
stage, out of fear engendered by the common identification’ of 
theor¥ as such with theory in the sense of pure, causal, metaphfsical 
speculation—on the other hand there is another reason why our 
claims on social science are not satisfied by typical American 
contributions to this science, interesting and valuable as they may 
be in themselves, ‘This reason is that typical American studies 
start from questions in nowise connected with those problems 
which arouse our passions in everyday political and social 
struggle. 

In one respect, American sociology is nearer to reality than 
German—namely as regards the solution of everyday problems. 
The American scholar is no bookish person; he maintains contact 
with criminal courts and social welfare institutions, lives with 
gangs, in slums and ghettos. However, as soon as political and 
social problems impose themselves we notice an immense reserve, 
a lack of social atmosphere. It looks as if science had no social 
background; as if groups devoted to social research cultivated no 
exchange of ideas on matters social and political; as if no con- 
venticles existed in which the practical attitude of science towards 
such problems were discussed. 

Science, in these parts, serves the purpose of reforming or 
reorganizing society. Scientific interest centres on the dynamic 
forces determining the process of transformation of society, 
although, of course, political viewpoints differ very widely. As to 
myself, I shall always regard it as one of the most important ques- 
tions to know how human consciousness is shaped and determined 
by the social struggle; a question which may not only be asked in 
connection with the present situation, but also applied to history 
and to the psychic and intellectual chariges wrought in the past 
by social revolutions and by the shift in class dominance. It may 
be objected to this that such enormous questions do not lend them- 
selves to empirical analysis. Our'reply is that, naturally, these 
problems cannot be solved by one or two works; if, however, every 
study of detail is carried out in clear consciousness of these compre- 
hensive questions (whether they directly guide the research or 
merely act as a background), then even such central themes might 
successfully be tackled. 

Just as there is a certain arrogance in the attempt of pure specu- 
lation to solve the Gordian knot of big problems at one stroke, 


there exists a certain false modesty of the empirical scholar whom ce | 
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his “exactitude complex’ prompts to ignore the genuine basis of his 
own questioning, which alone makes a scientific occupation worth 
while. In our opinion, methodological criticism of sociological 
studies (as it was undertaken in Rice’s compendium) should in 
each case inquire whether the work in question is devoted to a 
genuine problem. In America, the inverse method seems to be 
practised: one concludes from the existence of ready documentary 
evidence, of statistical material, etc., that social research is worth 
while. This is nothing but an ‘exactitude complex’ which canonizes 
every fact, every numerical certitude just because they are factual 
and controllable. F 

In view of the growing amount of the material of science it would 
be dangerous further to accumulate facts without choice. The loss of 
command over the material at this juncture has become a serious 
menace to science as such. The desire to bring order into this chaos 
is at least as justified as the attempt to isolate and exactly to define 
individual fragments of it. Genuine problems, real scientific tasks 
are only those which impose themselves on the basis of the general 
trend of science, that is to say, questions which emerge from 
the group consciousness of society struggling for its existence and 
its livelihood. 

In the introduction to the volume under discussion (p. 10), the 
question is asked whether Marx and Carlyle would have been 
unable to envisage their problems had they known the statistical 
method. If the answer is in the affirmative, then we do not hesitate 
to confess that we would rather renounce statistical exactness than 
forego secking answers to those questions which seem important 
to us. Should it not be possible to save these questions, then the 
cruel name of a ‘science of that which is not worth knowing’, 
which was originally applied to academic, dry classical philology, 
would befit our science. 

4. We know that a cioser contact with central political problems 
involves the danger that judgments of value creep into science, 
reducing it to mere poiitical propaganda. In fact, this danger 
constantly threatens German sociology just begause it is closely in 
touch with political problems. However, if we know about this 
danger, we can take precautions against it, evolving methods 
which help to detect and eliminate political bias. One of the 
greatest German sociologists, Max Weber, has shown how we can 
discuss the political nerous rerum without making propagandistic 
judgments of value. The desire to treat politically important prob- 
lems without being a victim to bias was responsible for the 
development in Germany of a new branch of social science, 
Wissenssoziologie. This new branch of research, intended to 
be an organ of critical self-control, has already succeeded in 
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pie Jind, subjecting to control impertant groups of sources of 
error. 

The absence of the viewpoint of *Wissenssoziologie from a 
methodological analysis seems to us to be a defect inasmuch as 
this branch of sociology claims to have discovered that science 
itself is embedded in the stream of social and historical reality, 
wherefore even in cases when the sincere effort towards unbiased 
objective knowledge cannot be denied, the available supply of 
terms, the technique of questioning, the articulation and grouping 
of problems may be responsible for distortions which can only be 
detected by means ‘of an intimate historical acquaintance with 
the correspondence between the development of science and the 
evolution of society, Only a scholar well acquainted with these 
facts of human evolution is able to construct those systems of 
perspective which necessarily introduce an element of partiality 
into all human consciousness. 

Thus, we miss in Rice’s compendium, in which we recognize a 
serious effort towards objectivity and towards the perfecting of 
the methods of observation, an lement of self-control. A critic 
who himself shared the American approach to social science 
would not miss it. If, however, there is any reason for asking for 
the opinion of foreign critics, the reason is not that the foreigner 
might make suggestions regarding this or that detail but that he 
should unreservedly and with all possible frankness convey his 
impression of the work as a whole. 

It is possible that such a general survey will not do justice to 
every detail, and that it expresses contrast too sharply. However, 
it may have the merit (ifit has any) of making us look from a new 
angle at things to which daily intercourse and too much fami- 
liarity have dulled our senses. 

In this review I have abstained from the usual compliments 

; ae 
regularly bestowed by foreigners on foreign works. I have done so, 
in full awareness of the risk that I may shoot wide of the*mark in 
my criticism; however, I deliberately run'this risk begause I think 
that the future of American sociology means something to us, just 
as America is not indifferent to the fate of German sociology. One 
thing shown by such a“discussion more than anything else is that 
there were hardly ever two different styles of study so fit to supple- 
ment each other’s shortcomings as are the German and American 
types of sociology. These two schools can become very useful to’ 
each other, just because their approach to their subject is so 
fundamentally different. We must learn from American sociology 


å 
1 Cf. the author's article ‘Wissenssoziologie’ in Alfred Vierkandt’s Handwirterbuch 
der Soziologie, which also contains a bibliography of the subject. 
£.3.—13 
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that science must remain in contact with real life and its exi- 
gencies; on the other hand, American sociology may gain if its 
studies on questions of practical detail are alive to the great 
theoretical problems which pervade and co-ordinate with each 
other all the scattered empirical facts. 
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The Place of Sociology! 


Am inclined to side with those who aver that whereas the by- 
gone two hundred years have witnessed revolutionary changes 
in the technical and natural sciences, the centuries to come 

should be dedicated to the moral and social transformation of 
mankind. For it is surely a striking commentary on the age in 
which we live, that while should anyone try to repair his car 
without knowing the first thing about its machinery he would by 
common consent be dubbed a fool, yet no such derision is dis- 
played towards those who, possessing no clear knowledge of cause 
and effect, believe that hitches in the mechanism of society can be 
set right by emotional resentments or irrational movements 
against social forces. In my view, therefore, very much depends 
upon whether we can—before it is too late—succeed in building a 
science of society. 

It must be admitted that the attempt to build such a science is 
confronted by many difficulties. The causal sequences which lead 
up to results in the sphere of the social sciences are far more com- 
plex than are parallel sequences in the natural sciences. Again, 
the isolation of single causal tendencies by the experimental 
method is well-nigh impossible in the social sciences. Thirdly, 
there is the difficulty of co-ordinating the divergent conclusions 
which age the fruit of specialized research in the different branches 
of the science of society. in 

Of these difficulties, I propose in thisepaper to focus attention 
solely on the laft named—the difficulty of co-ordination; because 
it is in this respect*particularly that, it seems to me, there is readi- 
ness in this country t improve the situation. For in England, as 
in America, France and Germany,? we find today the, most 
diverse branches of the social sciences increasingly working on 
questions that lie on the periphery of their respective specialized 

1 Paper p 
Sociology an 

2 For the setting of the problem in different countries sec in 
Goldenweiser, The Social Sciences and their Interrelations, 19075 Bou lé, Bilan de la Socio- 
logie française contemporaine, 1935 5 L. v. Wiese, System der Allgemeinen ziologie, pp- 17600, 
1933; K. Mannheim, Die Gegenwartsaufgaben der Soziologie. Ihre Lehrgestalt, 1932; 
recently, A. Löwe : Economics and Soci i 

195 


Sociology. A Plea for Co-operation in the Social Sciences, 1935- ©© 


y 


H 
» 


196 GERMAN AND WESTERN SOCIOLOGY 


spheres. Merely by folloWwing-up consequentially thé separate 
links in the long chain of gausality they are inevitably brought up 
against facts and problems of other specialized branches of the 
science of society, or, to put this more precisely, from their specific 
field they get to see the functioning of society as a whole. =. 
"Let us take political science for instance. In the long run it is 
impossible to restrict the problems of this branch of learning to the 
faithful description and classification of the political institutions of 
different countries. For, sooner or later, one is confronted with 
the question why do countries at the same period and on the same 
plane of development have wholly different types of constitutions 
and forms of government, and why when the technique of govern- 
ment and constitution belonging to one country are taken over by 
another do they change their form in the adopting country? 
Democracy is not the same thing in England, France, and America; 
and the German Fascist dictatorship differs in fundamental 
respects from that of Italy or Turkey. Thus the political scientist 
is thrown back on certain unknown entities, which—according to 
his particular disposition and tradition—he labels ‘the national 
spirit’ or the ‘cultural heritage’ of a people. Or he may seek the 
causes of these variations in the differently articulated social and 
economic structures of different countries. Or, again, he may 
attribute those variations to forms of power-integrations in society 
which exist outside the state (e.g. workmen’s unions, employers’ 
unions, political parties, the church, the family) and which in 
their turn resist or support a particular form of constitution and a 
definite organization of power in the state. There may be other 
cases in which the psychological foundations of different societies 
can be called forth to explain the differences in the forms of 
domination in these societies. The political scientist, therefore, 
turns in such cases to the history of culture for enlightenment 
concerning the development of the particular moral standards 
which prevail in a given country. From the history of the family 
and educaticn he seeks an explanation of the fact that the peoples 
of different countries and the members of different social strata 
have developed psychologically in a manner which causes men in 
one country to delight in going about in uniform and in obeying 
officers’ orders, whilst for the nationals of another land spontaneity 
and self-help in the individual or in small groups is, both in 
political and day-to-day association, a matter of course. In this 
connection, nothing could be more instructive than to map out 
exactly those minute educational influences, mostly unobserved, 
by which the différent forms of loyalty and spontaneity are fostered 
in different countries. What are the attitudes of commendation 
and reprimand in family, in school, and in public life which 
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determine’ the different behaviour patterns predominant in 
different nations? But if our political scjentist is a man who likes 
to go to the bottom of these problems, then he will not consider 
these mental differences, brought about by various systems of 
education, as ultimate data. The different educational systems, 
with their varying ideals and methods, are themselves products‘of 
a certain structure in which only definite types of dominatioff and 
obedience may occur. 

Once the question is put in that way our political scientist is 
brought back again to the problem of the social structure and to 
the clement of domfnation in it. He realizes that the greater part 
of the statements which are made in his field rests upon the validity 
of a general theory of ‘power and domination’ which in spite of 
its fundamental character is only in a state of everyday wisdom. 

But if he would study the neighbouring branches of learning, 
psychology, history, etc., he would to his great astonishment dis- 
cover that it is not the lack of substantial knowledge which pre- 
vents us from building up such a general theory of ‘power and 
domination’ on scientific lines, but rather the fact that there is so 
far not enough consistent endeavour to bring together out of the 
detached results of the social sciences those elementary facts which 
are fundamental to all of them. 

Simply by co-ordinating the facts already collected we are today 
in a position to build up a theory which contains all that know- 
ledge of human nature, in its relations to social institutions, which 
is necessary for a deeper understanding of social life. 

Even today such a general theory of power and domination 
would be able to start investigations into such questions as: Is 
there such a thing as the striving for power as an unalterable 
instinct fundamental to all human activities? If not, how wide 
is the range of possible modification, so far observed, in the so- 
called ‘Power instincts’ of man? What are’the main forms of its 
mutability? By what external influences, created by life opportuni- 
ties and educatign, has this striving been $o far fostergd, repressed, 
sublimated, or evgn turned into its opposite, into a desire for 
humiliation? What have been so,far the typical social channels 
through which that cfaving for power could find release? Then, 
taking more and more into account the totality of social structures 
presented by history, one might ask why in different constellations 
these power impulses accumulated at different points of the social 
texture, and what was the role of those particular social institu- 
tions in which they were released. How did the institutions 
ensure that the individual could satisfy his craving for power in 
different ways? Can we make conscious the principles by mean$ of 
which institutions have always unconsciously moulded the ce 
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character of peoples and ‘ uld we not reorganize these institutions 
with the help of this knowledge on new and more humanistic lines? 

This tendency of political science to reach gradually beyond the 
confines of its own field of specialized research has been discerned 
also in the case of economics. The economist has for a certain 
time c primarily been concerned to elaborate a theory of ‘pure 
economics’. In this task he has proceeded—legitimately—by a 

rocess of abstraction, and since all his ‘data’ were non-economic 
in origin he, without further inquiry, simply accepted them as 
‘given’. But, today, he wants to know why those data vary—even 
if this curiosity should lead him away from his own sphere and into 
the domains of the sociologist. 

It is for instance becoming increasingly evident that—as Dr. 
Hicks has told us—the choices made by individuals in their 
capacity as consumers are not fortuitous, but conform to certain 
collective standards which, either in a particular epoch or in 
certain social strata, are fairly homogencous and are determined 
by non-economic ‘social’ factors. What social factors? To be able to 
answer this and similar questions, the economist, like the political 
scientist, seeks as it were a theory of the constants and variables in 
the formation of human wants; historical and theoretical studies 
of the collective ductibility of wants, an account of the factors 
through whose influence different scales or standards of wants 
came to be established in different social strata. 

A similar problem arises when the individual is studied not as 
consumer but as entrepreneur or worker. Let me put but one 
question: what working-incentives characterized the different 
stages of economic development, and the different occupa- 
tional and social strata in each of these stages? For it must be 
remembered that the various strata work, on an average, from 
different motives.! Between the physical coercion which drives 
the slaves to toil and the alternative of working or starvirlg which 
is the typical working-incentive of the worker in the so-called 
‘free market’, there are numerous more or less differentiated types 
of motive. 

In the higher strata of society where, unlike in the lower, the 
bare necessaries of life are already met, the working-incentives 
no longer centre round the primary instinct of self-preservation 
but round other, more sublimated, motives, the specific charac- 
teristics of which vary with profession and social standing. The 


1 In connection with points to be raised in the following discussion, I should here 
like to refer to my article ‘Über das Wesen und die Bedeutung des wirtschaftlichen 
Erfolgstrebens’, in Archiv fiir Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik, vol. 63, 1930, where this 
whole problem is treated in greater detail. Cf. also Max Weber, ‘Wirtschaftssoziologie’, 
in Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, and Grundriss der Sozialékonomik, vol. 3, part I, ch. 2, 
section 14, 1922. 
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aims which the functionary strives to satisfy are, on an average, 
quite different from those of the entreprgneur; those of the artisan, 
again, different from those of the peasant or soldier. Once the 
minimum needs of subsistence are met, the attraction of additional 
material consumption as the motivation towards an additional 
expenditure of effort often recedes behind the sublimated incén- 
tive based on the idea of ‘honour’, a social attribute lent intér alia 
to the status of the civil servant and, for a time, also to the liberal 
professions. It recedes, that is to say, behind the incentive offered 
by certain positions in society to exercise power over subordinates. 
With the officer and the ‘captain of industry’, for instance, this is 
the typical stimulus to extra exertion in their work. In the case of 
the inventor, the scholar, the teacher or the administrator, the 
corresponding motivation is the chance of manifesting their 
knowledge. 

How very important it is to be more intimately acquainted with 
the possible kinds of working-incentives will be readily realized 
by anyone who appreciates the effects of chronic unemployment 
in sapping the will-to-work; or who is alive to the fact that the 
Russians, by partly successful and partly unsuccessful experi- 
ments, are endeavouring to replace the old individualist incentives 
of capitalist society, namely the escape from insecurity and the 
wish to become rich, by new incentives, planned, guided, and 
instilled by the state, such as ‘socialist competition’. But it is im- 
possible to understand either the infinite historical variability of 
working-incentives or the mutations that are taking place in them 
today unless, besides direct empirical observation of specific 
cases, one can give to the phenomena studied a theoretical founda- 
tion. For there can be no real empiricism without theory. 

The reason, for instance, why from time to time the conception 
of ‘honour’ impinges differently on the human will-to-work, 
which ifself is differently constituted at different times, can be 
understood only if it is remembered that different typ& of men 
have a differently constituted and differently articulated ‘sense of 
personal worth’. Ip this connection the sociologist distinguishes 
between two important types. First, there is the type of individual 
who feels mentally at case if his ‘sense of personal worth’ is socially 
guaranteed by circumstances beyond his control. The type, in 
other words, which seeks a ‘borrowed prestige’ such as, for in- 
stance, the ‘nobleman’, the ‘patri¢ian’ who considers himself 
distinguished because he is the descendant of a distinguished 
family; or the black-coated worker in a government office or 
industrial concern, who feels important because‘ his state or com- 
pany is strong and powerful. In contrast to this ‘borrowed 
prestige’, we can speak ofa ‘prestige acquired through independent, “« 
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personal achievement’, of a sense of ‘pezsonal worth’ founded 
oñ the fruits of individual effort when, in a mobile society, in- 
dividuals improve their position through their own effort, such 
as the merchant adventurer in a freely competitive world, or the 
scholar whose outward and inner recognition centres in the results 
ofhis own work. The former type will, when at work, develop a 
hieratchy of wishes and of corresponding expenditures of energy, 
a hierarchy which becomes intelligible only when the welfare of 
the particular corporate body which vests him with prestige is 
taken into account. The latter type can be understood only if the 
pains he takes with his work are set in the inimediate contexts of 
his personal interest and of the heightening of his personal 
prestige. 

These examples of specialized fields of social inquiry have, I 
hope, served to show that, by tracing a particular chain of 
causality in any of those inquiries, or by becoming aware of the 
tacitly assumed premises from which those inquiries proceed, one 
is brought closer and closer to a psychological and sociological 
theory of man and society. But as these examples have made 
manifest, the specialized social sciences are no longer in a position 
themselves to elaborate and complete the theory which underlies 
their particular investigations, or to follow up the historical 
diversity of the phenomena they encounter. From this dual em- 
barrassment they have extricated themselves by considering for 
a time psychology and history as the sciences basic to them, For 
some time psychology seemed entitled to the claim of being funda- 
mental because every human activity is a product of the mind and 
rests therefore upon the laws inherent in the latter, History’s 
claim to be fundamental was based on the fact that it is the record 
of the endless variability of human institutions and that their 
range of mutability can only be determined with its help. 

Although these argiiments are partly right and no fottndation 
for the cocial sciences can be built up without combining the 
results of psychology and history, they themselves do not contain 
those points of view by which the principles ,of the changes in 
human life can be found, the latter being mostly based upon 
interaction and the laws of ‘living together’. 

If time allowed, it would not be difficult to show that the pres- 
ent state of history and psychology is not very different from that 
of the other specialized social sciences. Like the latter, both have of 
late tended more and more to transgress the boundaries of their 
respective fields, and like the other separate social sciences, 
psychology and history have through this process of expansion only 
cothe to discover the significance of sociological problems. 

History, whose sole function was for a time deemed to be the 
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study of spesific histofical constellations and causal sequences, has 
recently turned also to problems of c4mparative observation. In 
so doing, it has come to see the really important aspects of the 
process of the transformation of man, his history, and the social 
structures in which he and his fellow-beings live together. Ever 
since it has turned to these comparative problems history has'felt 
the teed to have as the basis of its inquiries a typology of social 
factors and social structures as well as a serviceable psychology 
which would do justice to the different historical types of human 
beings and to their understanding. 

As regards such ‘h psychology, it must suffice here to recall that 
Dilthey already drew attention to the fact that the older type of 
psychology, though it contains much that is valuable and im- 
portant on the plane of experiment and analytical description, 
cannot in its present form be of very great assistance to the 
historian and sociologist. The reason why the philosophical and 
historical sciences (Geisteswissenschaften) have little use for the 
existing general psychology is that, owing to its present methods, 
it works to a pattern of man in general without taking sufficient 
account of the diverse forms in which historical and social factors 
impinge on the psychic life of the individual. What we need today 
is a psychology which studies not man in general but man in 
certain concrete historico-social situations. A psychology, in other 
words, which is sufficiently related to actual situations to be able to 
understand and explain the real psychology of existing types of 
human beings, as we encounter them in society and in specific 
stages of historical development. There is indeed among psycho- 
logists themselves a movement to correlate psychology and 
sociology. This movement aims at breaking with the old method of 
studying perception, sensation, will, feeling ‘in general’ and at 
analysing the behaviour patterns of individuals in direct relation 
to the ‘actual, concrete social background of those individuals. It 
is, for instance, becoming increasingly recognized that tlfe capacity 
for work which the individual will develop, the evolution of his 
whole mental coystitution and outlook, etc., will differ according 
to the particular kind of industyial and educational community 
into which he is brought, and according to the manner in which 
the chance of individual initiative is approximated to collective 
discipline in the different kinds of social groups in which he moves. 
There is, therefore, in contemporary psychology a tendency to 
work out a theory of differentiated sociological types. In this 
theory, it is not the psychology of an abstract model called ‘man 
in general’ which is made the problem but the psychology of the 
rentier, the peasant, the unemployed. Or, in historical context, 


this theory of sociological types studies the particular psychology 
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for instance of the hunter, of the pastoralinomads, , 
tieti, the courtiers, the bousgeois, the intellectuals of the period of 
the French Revolution. 

Thus neither history nor psychology answers the questions 
which are passed on to them from the other specialized social 
sciénces. All they do is to enrich those questions from their own 
parti¢ilar methodological approach with the specific kirfd of 
material at their disposal. And the more history and psychology, 
like the other specialized social sciences, become engrossed in 
their new tasks, the more they tend to develop new sociological 
facts and problems without, however, being “in the position to 
combine these facts and problems into a general, unitary picture 
of society or to elaborate them into a system of ultimate, social 
elements. 

What now are the conclusions that emerge from what has been 
said so far? In the first place surely that if the kind of division of 
labour we today tolerate in the social sciences were to make its 
appearance in an industrial concern, it would forthwith be 
abolished to the accompaniment of scornful jeers. For the division 
of labour in these sciences has little in common with that in a fac- 
tory where everything is organized in terms of controllable 
efficiency and where, as the goods in process of manufacture pass 
along a moving belt, each operative adds his specific quota to 
their completion until they leave the packing room, ready for sale. 
Our division of labour is rather like that in a badly organized 
bureaucracy where a question which the officials of one depart- 
ment are unable to solve (and these are mostly the problems con- 
cerning the social foundations of given facts) is simply passed on 
to those of the next, with a brief covering note: ‘wrong depart- 
ment. Refer to department——’, so that having gone the round 
of the departments the question is as near solution at the end as it 
was at the beginning. ° à 

The present spontaneous movement on the part of the separate 
social sciences,to combiné the results of their respective inquiries 
into a synthetic picture of socicty as one whole, is to be welcomed. 
And the courage to acknowledge that every sociological statement 
rests on a more or less closed system of theotetical premises must 
also be deemed a big step forward. Without such a spontancous 

» movement from within the specialized social sciences, no co- 
ordination of problems would be possible at all. For while the 
course of investigation to be followed by the separate branches of 
knowledge cannot be dictated from above, one can undoubtedly 
make known the trend of the process which is taking place within 
thosé disciplines and draw attention to the inconsistencies and 

loopholes in their respective conclusions. It might, perhaps, be 
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argued tltat sociology¢therefore exists in the shape of the separate 
social sciences. But the most casual \eflection will show that, 
if this were so, we should have as many sociologists as there are 
separate social sciences, instead of a unitary sociological science. 

The economist, the political scientist, the historian, the psycho- 
logist—to say nothing of the others—even when they do go outside 
their* respective special fields, see nothing but a limited“cross- 
section of society and see even this in their own way and in terms 
of their specific partial problems and special ideas. The sociology 
of the economist can at best explain only the sociology of economic 
behaviour and that of the social institutions strictly connected 
with the process of production and consumption. ‘The sociology 
of politics again comprehends only the individual’s power- 
impulses and the power-integrations in the political institutions of 
society. But how these attitudes and behaviour patterns exist side 
by side in the whole make-up of the individual, why this ‘whole 
man’ always behaves in quite a different manner according to the 
particular group of which at any given moment he forms a part 
(according to whether he happens to be in family surroundings, 
on the playground, in the market, in the army or in his club), to 
these questions political sociology supplies no answers. Still less 
can it elucidate the question how far this special psychology 
of different types of human groups reflects the particular social 
functions of those groups. These functions, in their turn, can be 
described only if one has a clear picture of the functioning 
mechanism and the social differentiation of particular societies 
and of society as a whole. But such a picture cannot be gained 
from the field of any of the specialized social sciences. 

These considerations have, I hope, made it clear that co- 
operation between the social sciences can be established only if 
the co-ordination of the problems of those sciences and the com- 
parisorf of the results reached by them is*made the specific task 
of a scientific discipline which has as its raison d’ étre the coastruction 
of a consistent, general theory of societ}—and that, discipline be 
Sociology as the hasic discipline of the social sciences. Just as it 
would be an aie to study ghe different parts of the human 
organism without a nowledge of biology, so also it is absurd to 
expect that there can be any organic division of labour ‘in the 
field of the social sciences without general sociology as the basic 
social science. s r À 

What, now, is the task of such a sociology as the basic social 
science? What qualifies it to undertake the co-ordination of the 
problems and the comparative analysis of the results arrived at by 
the specialized social sciences? The fact that it is aiming at a 
theory, a complete theory of the totality of the social process, based +- 


204 GERMAN AN) WESTERN SOCIOLOGY 


as far as possible on the diyersity and availability of allMthe social 
phenomena and causal a to which from time to time we have 
obtained access. The fathers of sociology made the mistake of 
building theories on insufficient facts; but even for this error they 
cannot be lastingly reproached. For in that early stage it was 
precisely these generalizations ahead of facts and these rough and 
insectrely founded theories which gave the impetus to the emer- 
gence of specialized inquiries which pointed out the fallacies of 
those hasty generalizations and theoretical constructions. To the 
older, all too constructive, sociology, we can apply the saying 
which Max Weber coined in reference to Marx’s work: ‘An un- 
common error is often of greater historical significance than a 
commonplace truth.’ And Max Weber’s own work is surely proof 
enough that a systematic sociology can be constructed on the 
basis of a plethora of empirical data; that we have passed beyond 
that stage of sociology when it was merely a philosophy of history; 
that we already have at our disposal an infinite number and 
diversity of separate facts; and that the only reason why these 
have not yet been fully explored is that our investigation of them 
has hitherto lacked a methodical basis, that the concepts we use 
are not clearly defined and that in our inquiries we do not keep the 
picture of the totality of the social process constantly before us. 

_ Time prevents me from embarking on a description and discus- 
sion of the nature and problems of such a sociology outside of the 
separate social sciences. I shall confine myself to only a few 
observations on the special method of this sociology as the theoreti- 
cal foundation of the social sciences. 

_ Sociology as the basic social science has three important func- 
tions, and fulfils them on three distinct methodological planes. 

1. As systematic or general sociology it must retrace the variability 
of social phenomena to those basic elements and basic concepts of a 
more or less axiomatic’ character which make society possible at 
all. There cannot be fruitful causal inquiries in the realm of the 
social sciences so long as we operate with those qd hoc concepts 
which everyday life holds out to us and which, though useful in 
the observation of social phenomena as a sort of ‘first approxima- 
tion’, become completely useless as soon as tlle basis of comparison 
is widened. For the anthropologist, historian, and political scien- 
tist, for instance, a secret society of the so-called primitives, a 
guild’ in the late Middle Ages, and a club, are totally dissimilar 
and non-comparable phenomena. For the sociologist, on the other 
hand, they have—despite tangible dissimilarities—one factor in 
common: they are ‘closed groups’. Now the closing of a group 
tends, in all societies, to produce the same result—it creates what is 

-called an esprit de corps, a complete change in the behaviour 
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pattern of the individhal who is admitjed to it as a member, and 
since the closing of the group to ‘outsidgrs’ prevents new ideas and 
behaviour patterns from penetrating, sooner or later it results in 
the entrenchment of a deadening, stultifying tradition within the 
group. But we could not discover such general, common causal 
factors in the maze of intermittent historical phenomena unless 
we had correspondingly abstract concepts to work with. ‘if the 
general concepts ‘closed’ and ‘open’ group had not been coined, 
this common, causal factor—which is responsible for the common, 
basic, mental trait in all the members of such groups—could never 
have been singled* out from amidst the plenitude of the other 
characteristics of specific historical phenomena. As Mr, Postan 
has rightly observed, the natural sciences would never have 
become sciences at all had they never managed to get beyond the 
stage of disjointed, disconnected observation. Their main results 
are due to the comparative method and abstraction. 

2. The second methodological plane of sociology as fundamental 
to the social sciences is that of comparative sociology. General con- 
cepts in systematic sociology are fruitful only if they are not 
devised in a philosophical and speculative manner and do not 
originate in an ad hoc way from the phenomena of a narrowly 
delimited sector of observable society, but are based on the widest 
possible expansion of the field of observation, when alone it will be 
possible to see the various phenomena ini their proper proportions 
and to reduce them to their basic and simplified characteristics. 
Therefore, the concepts of systematic sociology must grow out of 
the results arrived at in comparative sociological inquiry. For 
comparative sociology supplements the analysis of abstract, 
general social phenomena by a theory which explains how these 
same phenomena vary in different societies in history. A general 
theory pf ‘power’, for instance, must, as we have seen, be supple- 
sca by a comparative analysis of the various possible types of 
power-organizations and of the different forms which the craving 
for power has assumed as well as of the Ways in which that craving 
has found release and satisfaction at different stages of historical 
development. Or, again, a comparative typology of the mutability 
of the family and the town must supplement a general theory of 
social integration through blood-relationship or local tiés, etc. 
In all these instances it is through comparison only that that 
isolation of causal factors and the.discovery of the tendency in 
which they will operate is possible. In the field of the social 
sciences, unlike that of the natural sciences, experiment is, by the 
very nature of the phenomena we study, irhpossible, but compari- 
son based upon historical variety is a substitute for it. 


3. But the isolation and abstraction of general factors is only = 
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part of the functions of th social sciences. ‘for these,sciences seek 
to explain the general feq:ures of human behaviour patterns and 
the universally possible, ultimate elements of society not only in 
abstracto, but also the specific, separate constellations which from 
time to time they assume in different societies in history. Our 
science is concerned also to elucidate such concrete problems as 
these; for instance: How, in certain given types of society, e.g. 
feudal, early-capitalist, monopoly-capitalist society, do certain 
factors and groups of factors exist side by side and fit in with one 
another? How does each of these types of society mould its mem- 
bers (the burgher, the worker, the peasant, the functionary) in 
such a way that they acquire just those behaviour patterns which 
the smooth functioning of that particular social system requires? 
Here the importance lies, not so much in the often-debated 
question ‘What is the prime cause of historical events?’ but in the 
task of building up a simplified sketch of the circulation of events 
(Kreislauf) in different societies (in feudalism, capitalism, etc.). 
It is the task of structural sociology to work out the adequate 
scheme. 

Structural sociology in its turn consists of two parts: statics and 
dynamics. 

The theory of statics deals with the problem of the equilibrium 
of all the social factors (not only the economic ones) in a given 
social structure. It tries to show what makes different societies 
work. Which of the block-factors are responsible for the con- 
tinuous reproduction of the main processes, which regenerate the 
same typical situations and the same structure again and again? 
For instance, to what causes is it due that the different social 
strata which are engaged in economic production are moved just 
by those respective working-incentives which are needed in a 
given society? What influences guarantee the constancy of the 
wants of the consumer, in the lack of which no prevision and 
therefore*no continuous production would be possible? Or take 
other spheres ,of social life, What social mechanism has to answer 
for the fact that, both in the political and in the cultural sphere, 
we always get (as long as a system functions at all) as much per- 
sonality reserve as is required for the reproduction of the leading 
élites, that there is neither an over- nor an under-supply of people 
who have the capacity, education, and will for the guidance of a 
society? How does it come about that partly by spontaneous 
adjustment and partly by regulation, the amount of aggressive and 
competitive energy is just sufficiently great and is found precisely 
in those fields whére it fulfils the functions necessary for the pre- 
servation of the social mechanism in question? Vice versa, oe 
~ does it happen that, chiefly by an unobserved self-regulation of the 
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process, Shere is justlas much compjomise and solidarity as is 
required by the constantly varying natire of the co-operation £ad 
the division of social functions? 

In this connection, even the working of the mind can be cor- 
related with typical situations in the social structure. The latter 
works only if there is a definite amount of ignorance and acqui- 
escerce in the dominated groups, whereas the members ‘of the 
leading groups have to become rationalized beings, capable of 
prevision at least in those spheres where their range of action 
requires definite calculation. Thus the social spreading of know- 
ledge and enlightersment does not simply depend on the increase of 
organized educational opportunities, but on the limitations of the 
existing social structure which can only bear a certain amount of 
rationalization. Fear, anxiety, wrong judgments or ideologies are 
not only survivals, but must be explained by the sociologist in their 
actual significance in different societies. 

In dynamic sociology we concentrate on those factors which are 
antagonistic in their respective tendencies. Here we stress the 


` working of those principles which in the long run tend to a dis- 


equilibrium and thus bring about changes which transform the 
social structure. 

Dealing, for instance, with the crisis or with the sociology of a 
revolution we do not simply describe the upheaval and its 
psychological symptoms, but we try to analyse the disproportion 
in the growth of the stimulating forces which necessarily lead to the 
outburst. As an illustration, the wish to rise in the social scale, if it 
spreads excessively among the different groups, may become 
the immediate reason for the outbreak of a revolution, Now it is 
important to know that this wish is, as a general striving, not pres- 
ent in all periods of history. That in modern times this striving 
is definitely present is due to the very general spread of another 
social Principle, that of competition, whdse first effect is that a 
man gives up his traditional attitudes and is more concerned with 
his personal welfare than with the common endorsement of stan- 
dards accepted by the stratum of society to which he belongs. The 
point is that the very same force, namely competition (which is 
the creative principlé of this social system and without which it 
could not work), if it produces more initiative and ambition than 
there is creative outlet, leads to the total destruction of the system. « 
If there are more initiating forces at work than there are oppor- 
tunities for spontaneous action or leading positions we shall wit- 
ness that general dissatisfaction which leads to revolution. Then 
the task of the subsequent social system wilt be either to create new 
opportunities for the fulfilment of ambition or forcibly to suppress 
ambition. It is possible that the arrest of individualization ine 
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Germany today, with its jjegressions to mpre primitive mental 
patterns and standards, cat. be explained as a reaction against too 
great an increase of the former mental vitality of the people, 
which has become disproportionate to the absorbing capacity of 
the existing social order. 

In my examples in this paper, owing to lack of time, I have 
mentivned only those cases of equilibrium or disequilibrium where 
the interdependence between the dominant psychic attitudes and 
the social structure was in question. I want to add that structural 
sociology deals in the same way with all those phenomena of 
mutual adjustment between block-factors, which can be observed 
in the working of the economic, political and cultural spheres in 
concrete types of society. 

My argument is that it is only structural sociology which is 
capable of a comprehensive synthesis of all these facts which are 
the outcome of the separate social sciences; because it is its especial 
task to deal continually with the elaboration and the comparison 
of the social structures as wholes. It is only the structural view of 
society which enables us to transcend the stage of a mere cumula- 
tive synthesis, by relating the data of the special sciences to our 
hypothetical conception, which views the functioning of societies 
as a continuous adjustment of all their parts to one another. But 
structural sociology could not present this wider hypothesis if it 
had not at its disposal the fruits of the analytical work done by 
systematic and comparative sociology, or if it did not keep in con- 
stant touch with the various specialized branches of knowledge. 

Sociology, therefore, is—as you see—on the one hand a clearing- 
house for the results arrived at by the specialized social sciences 
and, on the other hand, a new elaboration of the materials on 
which they are based. This process of elaboration sociology carries 
out with the help of ascertainable and definable methods which, 
though available in the separate social sciences, have hitherto not 
been systgmatically co-ordinated and unified. In our field we, 
today, have at our disposal a tremendous wealth of scientific 
material and, instead of turning it to fruitful account, we appear to 
be emulating those imperialist powers which, in’tead of using the 
vast treasures that are already ‘theirs, stil? strive to make new 
conquests. 

> Therefore I venture to assert that as long as in our research work 
and in our school and academic curricula we do not introduce 
sociology as a basic science, so long we shall not be good specialists 
—let alone be able to educate a generation of citizens on whose 
correct understanding of the functioning of the society in which | 
they‘ live it must depend whether the social process is in future to 

«be guided by reason or by unreason. | 


e CHAPTER VI e 


German Sociology (1918-1933) ! 


HE collapse, émporary or permanent, of anything signi- 
ficant calls always for a careful retrospective weighing of its 


merits and shortcomings. In Germany we have just witnessed 
the breakdown of one of the most important forms of culture, viz. 
that of democratic culture, which had there attained a very high 
stage of development. Gradually, therefore, a balance will have 
to be struck of the achievements of that culture in each of its 
several spheres. This paper seeks to strike such a balance for the 
sphere of sociology only. But it is necessary to point out at the very 
outset—and the point will be discussed at length later—that it is 
precisely in the field of sociology that something of vital impor- 
tance is reflected, for it was just in this particular field that the 
spiritual and cultural forces of post-war Germany sought to shape 
themselves. Both the everyday view of the world and the separate 
sciences found their fulfilment through the new aspects of sociology 
and, conversely, sociology honestly tried to embody all that 
wealth of new knowledge which the separate sciences and every- 
day life proffered to it. The following analysis is in no sense to be 
considered as a detailed account of the achievements of post-war 
German sociology. We shall be concerned, rather, to present a 
living picture of the most recent development of German sociology, 
to explain the characteristics of that development in terms of its 
social background, and to contrast, in rough outline, the nature 
of the endeavours of German sociologists during the period since 
1918 with the &chievements of sociology in other countries. The 
purpose of this pper, in short, is to bring a whole spiritual con- 
stellation, which has mow vanishéd, nearer to the foreign public. 
For we are convinced that in spite of the contemporary autarchic 
tendencies, and partly, indeed, as a reaction against those ten- 
dencies, the feeling is in certain circles gaining ground that, be- 
cause knowledge is the common property of the whole world, it is 
the duty of the public to try to save what certain forces are, for 
specific reasons, endeavouring to annihilate, , Furthermore, we 
1 I am indebted to Mr. R. Krammer (London) for valuable assistance in the'com- 
position of the English text of this paper. 
E.S.—14 209 
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believe that we are historically and socially so far advenced as to 
be able, if we wish, to sate not only individuals but also, where 
they deserve it, whole spiritual constellations, and, if need be, to 
let them continue to take definite shape on different soil. 

With such problems to the forefront, this discussion tries to draw 
a picture of the inward vitality of the sociological movement in 
Germany at the moment of its collapse and, because this is our 
guiding aim, we shall often give greater prominence to new works 
and to the names of young scholars who are not yet widely known, 
but who were just about to establish their reputation, than to such 
names as were already well known abroad. 2 

I shall start (1) with a general characterization, shall then 
(2) touch upon the essential historical preconditions and shall 
conclude (3) with a discussion of sociological works, problems and 
personalities that have figured in the latest phase of development. 


I 


IfI were asked to summarize in one sentence the significance of 
German sociology since 1918 I should say: German sociology is the 
product of one of the greatest social dissolutions and reorganizations, 
accompanied by the highest form of self-consciousness and of self-criticism. 
In order to understand this sentence it is necessary to analyse its 
implications in some detail. First we must be agreed that a process 
of social dissolution and crisis is not simply a negative process. 
For the significance of crises lies in the fact that they are not 
simply disintegrations but are, rather, the attempts which socicty 
makes to overhaul the whole of its organization, and in the course 
of these attempts the utility and value of every institution and of 
every form of spiritual and cultural relationship is put severely to 
the test under entirely new conditions, In this context, then, 
sociology is seen to bę, not only the product of this process of dis- 
solution but also a rational attempt to assist in the reorganization 
of human society, to help in the reorganization and readaptation 
of the indivicual himself, What we read in textbouks and treatises 
on sociology is very often nothing else than i retrospective col- 
lection of new insights which were gained during such periods of 
social unrest. In the works of Saint-Simon and Comte, for instance, 
the impact of such direct experiences is still clearly visible. If the 
function of a period of crisis and upheaval is defined in this sense, 
then the period since 1918 may truly be described as the most 
dynamic period in the history of German society. It was the most 
dynamic period of society because these two decades saw a con- 
tinnous and incessant shifting and displacement of social forces. 
But however highly we may rate the dynamic factor in social life, 
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change by ‘itself does fot engender sociological science; otherwjse 


every period of social instability ought tÈ enrich that science. Only 
if changes are coupled with a highly developed capacity of objec- 
tive scrutiny, and a genuine self-consciousness enables us to 
formulate and express our experiences, only then can we expect 
an impetus to fruitful sociological investigation. The content ofthe 
newer German sociology springs from the experiences of the last 
fourteen years, but the mental training necessary to formulate the 
problems arising from the events of those years is the fruit of a long 
process of historical development of which we shall treat later. 

German sociology owes three debts to the dynamic forces of the 
last fourteen years. 

1. The awareness that every social fact is a function of the time 
and place in which it occurs. Time and place in their turn, how- 
ever, have meaning only when related to the totality of a given 
society. As a trite assertion this conception is not new. But so far it 
had only been a tentative hypothesis of the scientist; now, however, 
it was put to the test of experience in everyday life. People who. 
live in a well-consolidated society with a fixed tradition do not 
realize the variability and interdependence of social phenomena; 
they see everything in isolation and imagine that everything has an 
isolated and independent existence. The further dissolution in 
society proceeds, and the more our habits change in conformity 
with altered situations, the more apparent does the functional 
interdependence of facts become. The import of a period of radical 


social dissolution for sociology, therefore, is: 


(a) the gaining of a consistent view of the variability of social 
factors; 

(b) an understanding of the inescapable interdependence of 
social factors; 

(c) the habit of seeing each separate factor in its correct relation 
to the totality of a given society. o 


2. Not only the variability of the above-mentioned objective 
social facts, e.g. the institution of the family, political parties, 
„political constitutions, etc., but the whole sphere of spiritual life 
appears in the new light of this constant variability. ee 

The first and unavoidable consequence of this social instability 
is a general consciousness of the relativity of moral, aesthetic 
and intellectual values. A moral crisis is sooner or later inevitable, 
and there are only two ways of escape from it. The masses who 
cannot understand the significance of these changes insist upon a 
return to older forms of organization and tothe éthical norms that 
seemed so reliable and behind which the individual found such 
secure shelter; this is one of the paths that lead the masses to 
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Fascism. The Paneer, groups forming part of thése masses, 
who can catch a glimpseJjinto the nature of that uncertainty, but 
who are not naive enough simply to want to put the clock of 
history back, defend the ‘theory of decisionism’. Decisionism means, 
in essence, that any decision is better than no decision; hence their 
adventurous policy. Only a small group of persons can extricate 
itself from this moral dilemma, and the necessary fight with the 
changeability of values leads them eventually to a new moral 
position and at the same time to a new theory of social values. 
The more progressive groups of individuals realize that ‘in 
history bygones are for ever bygones’, and the more they have 
lived through a period of constant social change the less security 
will they find in the notion of an external permanence of ethical 
and moral norms. The dynamic type of personality, i.e. an indivi- 
dual who has accustomed himself to constant change, will even- 
tually, as the result of a process of intensive critical reflection, 
re-establish his moral equilibrium. Unlike the static type who finds 
the assurance of the validity of his moral behaviour in the notion 
of a permanence of social values, the dynamic type appreciates the 
fact that, even though the totality of values may change through 
time, certain values are inseparable from certain given situations. 
In the view of social dynamics moral values may change, situa- 
tions may change, but any given situation is inseparably related 
to concrete norms. Hence the theory that is founded on this fact is 
called ‘relationism’ and not ‘relativism’ or ‘relativity’. Relativism 
would mean that there are no objective values, therefore moral 
iy gr cannot exist. Relationism, on the other hand, stresses 
the fact that there is a moral obligation, but that this obligation is 
derived from the concrete situation to which it is related. Sociology derives 
from this interpretation a clear understanding of the functional 
connection between social situations and moral values, Values 
and ideas are no longer considered apart, but are constantly 
related čo social situations and social structures, The unceasing 
variability which is the characteristic feature of the history of moral 
ideas presents us with as many problems as there are problems in 
contemporary society. These problems arise from the struggles. 
which the numberless small groups, each with its own group- 
morality, wage against one another. In sum: henceforth not only 
are the objective facts of social life observed in their relation to one 
another, but the mental forces too (i.e. norms and ideas) are 
watched in their relation to the social process. 

3. Besides this visible interdependence between objective facts 
and ideas, this social mobility and dissolution reacts upon the 
human psyche; thus a period of social upheaval has its psychic 

> aspect too, There is no social transformation without a change in 
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norms; but pune norms are mostly the expression of the 
changing habits and attitudes of man.{In this state of instabilfty 
the individual is increasingly thrown back upon himself, and the 
constant reflection to which, owing to the feeling of uncertainty 
in himself, he is driven, ends up in becoming habitual self-analysis. 
This psychic mechanism which in static periods works uncon- 
sciousty becomes clear in periods of dynamic evolution, * 

The invisible sway of social forces and the continuous, trans- 
formation of these into the subconscious of the individual and of 
the group becomes of much greater interest to the sociologist than 
the simple description and classification of the objective pheno- 
mena of social and cultural life. However problematical many 
results of psycho-analysis may be, the discovery of the psychology 
of the subconscious and the discovery of the sociology of know- 
ledge (Wissenssoziologie) belong to the recent development of 
German sociology. Many of these problems are well known to 
English, American and French sociologists, but the germane 
difference between German sociology and the sociology of France, 
England and America seems to me to be that whereas French, 
American and English sociologists have treated several of these 
problems in isolation, German sociologists endeavour to treat 
every problem from the three approaches that I have discussed. 

These three approaches, it will be recalled, are: 

1. The viewing of each isolated objective factor as part of the 
changing totality of society. 

2. The setting of each spiritual phenomenon and idea in its rela- 
tion to concrete social situations. 

3. To see in every mental attitude and in every form of human 


behaviour the adaptation of the unconscious to new situations. 


o I « 


So far I have been concerned to indicate the debt that recent 
German sociolggy owes to the contemporary process,of disintegra- 
tion and change ip Germany. But I have also taken care to point 
out that although the facts and problems may be taken from the 
present their interprefation and theoretical formulation was only 
possible because sociological thought had behind it a long history. 
Social self-criticism and self-consciousness had already reached the 
high degree of perfection mentioned earlier when the cataclysm 
of social, political and economic convulsion occurred. From among 
the numerous preparatory trends of thought I wish to mention 
only three. (1) The contributions of the" Hegelians and other 
schools of philosophy. (2) The significance of non-académic 
sociological thought which has only recently been incorporated = 
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into University curricula, such as Marxismé (3) The ccatributions 
of Dilthey and Simmel. 4 ; 

1. The ability to master facts and to view them in a theoretical 
light we owe to German philosophy, and mainly to Hegel. When 
I mention Hegel, I do not, of course, think of that large crop 
of unimportant philosophers who, instead of collecting and 
thoroughly investigating facts, give us their purely subjective and 
more or less insignificant impressions of them. Hegel is responsible 
both for the purely speculative phantasies of bad social philosophy 
and for the constructive power of genuine sociological 
investigation. For we must distinguish between the speculative 
and the constructive mind; the latter is as indispensable to any 
empirical research as the former is detrimental. To think specula- 
tively means to sit at one’s desk and to conceive vague and unveri- 
fiable ideas about all manner of things, Constructive thinking, on 
the other hand, implies the erection, by an effort of constructive 
imagination, of a structure which is embedded in the phenomena 
themselves, but cannot be discovered through the direct and bare 
observation of any isolated fragment of reality. Every sociology 
is ultimately derived from a philosophy of history; sociology in all 
countries is born as the result of trespassing beyond the confines of 
pure philosophy. But sociologies in all countries are distinguished 

rom one another by the manner in which they have passed beyond 
those limits. American sociology trespassed them by overthrowing 
completely every philosophy of history and ended up in a body of 
empirical generalizations which can no longer embrace its multi- 
farious facts. English sociology preserved from the philosophy of 
history, among other things, the theory of historical stages and the 
socio-psychological foundation. German sociology preserved from 
Hegelian doctrine the dynamic conception, even though the 
problem is not amenable to solution in such simple formulae as 
the philosophical forraulation of dialectics would suggést. The 
gift of not seeing facts simply as they occur in everyday life without 
any relation to the dominant social forces and to the whole social 
situation existing at any given moment derives from Hegel. Those 
who assert that German sociology has not yet passed beyond the 
methodological and philosophical stages are unacquainted with 
its more recent developments; though it is truethat many German 
sociologists still find themselves in those stages. Among the more 
representative members of the younger generation of German 
sociologists we can discern a real striving after empirical investiga- 
tion, although this empiricism is a complicated conception. 

2. The second event I enumerated was the reception and critical 
anaiysis of Marxism in academic discussion. Marxism is indebted 

s to Hegel for the recognition of history as the development of 
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antagonistic, forces. Marx and Lorenz v. Stein made this con- 
ception more realistic by stressing theteconomic aspect and the 
influence of class-clashes in historical development. Marx owes 
much in his philosophy to the development of economic thought 
in England, and Stein his ideas to the social movement in France, 
whose early theoretical formulation dates back to the more naive 
specuiation of Saint-Simon. Till the advent of the German republic, 
Marxian theory, like many other social theories, counted only as 
an ‘opposition theory’, i.e. academicians did not concern them- 
selves with this branch of knowledge. This had the advantage that 
many urgent practical problems of everyday life and of political 
tensions were given a sociological interpretation in this non- 
academic discipline; but it had the disadvantage that those 
theories were abused for propaganda purposes and, since they 
were handled by laymen, an element of dilettantism inevitably 
crept into them. After the establishment of the republic the 
problems arising out of those theories found free discussion at the 
Universities. The consequence of this was that the non-Marxist, 
liberal professors first set themselves to select those aspects of 
Marxian theory which are the most important and then en- 
deavoured to prove or disprove their validity empirically. Eventu- 
ally a mere dispute over principles was turned into an advance- 
ment of knowledge. Recognized opponents of Marxism like Max 
Weber, Troeltsch, Sombart, Scheler, cannot be thought of with- 


object of study: the human psyche. He distinguished between 
explanation (Erklärung) and understanding (Verstehen). The purpose of 
the exact sciences is to explain facts. The object of the humanistic 
sciences is the human psyche. The former are concerned with < 
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calculable external facts, the latter endeavour to penétrate into 
the internal phenomena ofithe human mind, which are familiar to 
us in a different sense from external events. External events, which 
in the main constitute the subject-matter of the natural sciences, 
can only be observed in their outward relationships; on the other 
hand, the phenomena which constitute the subject of the cultural 
studie, as well as the outward expressions of the psyche, cân be 
observed and explained as well as understood. By to ‘understand’, 
in contradistinction to ‘explain’, I mean, in this context, the 
ability either to grasp the meaning of a sentence or the meaning of 
a communicative act, such as a work of art, litérature, music, etc., 
or to penetrate into the inner aspect and internal entanglements 
of the human mind. Professor Ginsberg! has suggested the phrase 
‘sympathetic intuition’ which well expresses the modern sense of 
the German term Verstehen. Sympathetic intuition means the 
ability to have access to and to penetrate into the subject before 
us; natural science, however exact it may be, does not claim to 
pass beyond external cognition. Statistical data concerning, for 
instance, the frequency of suicides in different seasons of the year 
can at best indicate interesting correlations between objective 
events; with the help of such statistics we can in certain cases 
explain the facts to which they relate. But it is quite a different 
question when we want to obtain an understanding of the inner 
motivation that led to any of these suicides. It is interesting to 
observe that whilst Anglo-Saxon psychology, especially the 
American branches of the science, incline to the behaviouristic 
approach, i.e. are inclined to neglect the inner aspect of the psyche 
and to stress external behaviour so as to simplify the phenomena 
discussed, the leading German sociologist, Max Weber, insisted 
that sociology is a discipline of the inner understanding. Whereas 
it is a characteristic of the Anglo-Saxon mentality that it always 
tries to reduce phenoñena to their most obvious contours, and 
to reduce the diverse impulses of human action to a few basic 
common factars in order ultimately to place them on a basis of 
mathematical exactness, the German mentality has a bent for the 
investigation of the complex nature of reality. Though sometimes 
this way of envisaging facts in their full complexity may lead to 
obscurity, nobody will deny that, once we proceed to a minute 
analysis of any isolated fact, that analysis is found to be inexhaust- 
ible. Especially when we attempt an exact description of the 
psychic life of the modern individual in terms of the social back- 
ground to which he belongs do we find that it has so many aspects 
that an adequate intefpretation of them is possible only if our 


> 1 M. Ginsberg, ‘Recent Tendencies in German Sociology’, in Economica, February 
1933. 
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intuition 1s far developed and our psychological terminology, is 
refined. Simmel, one of the most impértant precursors of recent 
German sociology, achieved both. Whilst Dilthey was responsible 

for evolving the theory of interpretation and understanding, 
Simmel knew best how to apply that theory in practice. He is one 
of the greatest masters of the interpretation of social facts. He used 
the same method for the description of everyday life that was 
previously used to describe pictures or to characterize works of 
literature. He had an aptitude for describing the simplest everyday 
experiences with the same precision as is characteristic of a con- 
temporary impressionistic painting which has learned to reflect 
the previously unobserved shades and values of the atmosphere. 
He might well be called the ‘impressionist’ in sociology, because 
his was not an ability to take a constructive view of the whole of 
society but to analyse the significance of minor social forces that 
were previously unobserved. When he describes the social signifi- 
cance of the senses, for instance the human glance or the psychic 
position of the poor, or the various forms of sociability, the 
thousand hidden relationships which go to make up social life are 
suddenly revealed. His thirst for life finds its place in his contribu- 
tion to German sociology, and since his day German sociologists 
have sought to combine a survey of all the constructive forces of 
social life with a refined analysis of minor details. 


m 


If, now, we summarize these trends of social thought, namely, 
the capacity for constructive thought that dates back to Hegel; the 
political realism that derives from Marx and Lorenz v. Stein; and 
the capacity for sympathetic intuition and interpretation that is 
found in the sociological works of Dilthey and Simmel, we have 
before us the mental equipment with which the modern socio- 
logist has analysed the experiences that are met with in the present 
era of disintegration and dissolution. It was well that simultane- 
ously with the grewth and development of those political events, 
a systematic sociology was evolved. The names and works of 
Toennies, Oppenheimer, v. Wiese, Vierkandt, are sufficiently well 
known to obviate further reference to their contributions to socio- 
logy. Here we need only point out that what v. Wiese! attempted 
to do in the most abstract and general manner, namely to create 
a universal ‘system’ of sociology, Oppenheimer sought to achieve 
in a more realistic way. However highly the modern generation of 
sociologists rates the work of these men, it is convinced that now 

1 Cf. in English: Becker-Wiese, Systematic Sociology on the Basis of ‘Beziehungslehre’; œ 
Abel, Systematic Sociology in Germany ; Oppenheimer, The State (Der Staat). 
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that the objectives of systematic sociology have been attained, the 
most urgent need of the moment is not for a closed system of 
sociology built by an individual but for an exact observation of 
social forces at work. Our need is neither for an abstract classifica- 
tory system nor for methodological reflections on the nature of 
sociology, but for a concrete analysis of past and contemporary 
events. The criticism levelled against Freyer! by the younger 
generation of sociologists is due just to this, that, though he gave 
to sociology the securest foundation, he did not fill in with empiri- 
cal matter the framework he constructed. h 

The man on whose work the younger generation could fall 
back most safely is Max Weber,? whose formulation of problems 
and whose manner of empirical investigation have become repre- 
sentative. He does not study the past like an archivist, whose task it 
is to look after ancient documents and who sees a big hiatus 
between ‘the yesterday and the to-day’; he investigates the most 
distant past, e.g. Chinese and Indian religion, or the economic 
system of Rome, relates all these historical data to the present, 
and is most concerned with the similarities and differences between 
the operation of social forces then and now. The great prob- 
lem that engaged the attention both of Sombart and Max Weber, 
namely the rise and development of capitalism, was so worked out 
as to provide a diagnosis of the contemporary situation. What are 
the roots of Western society; whence do we come, whither are we 
going, and what is our place in the present crisis? These are the 
questions that are latent in Weber’s empirical investigations. He 
was one of the first to see the dangers inherent in our social ten- 
dencies and in the Kulturkrise or ‘crisis of culture’. He realized 
that the destiny of any society depends upon the texture of its 
organization and on the transformation and adaptation of the 
human mind. On this point there is a similarity between Max 
Weber and the greatest English sociologist, Hobhouse, who also 
was concerned to trace the development of the human mind and 
morals. But vshereas the latter worked out his investigation with 
the help of a conception of general stages of human evolution, 
the former relates every change?of the human mind to concrete 
social situations. Thus, for instance, he shows us how the mentality 
of man in different societies where bureaucracy plays a great part 
is moulded, e.g. in ancient Egypt or in the Prussian state. If he is 
an antisocialist, it is because he foresees the inevitable advent of 

1 H. Freyer, Soziologie als Wirklichkeitswissenschaft, 1930. 

2 See especially: Max Weber, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, and edn., 1935; Gesam- 
melte fufsatee zur Soziolðgie und Sozialpolitik; Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Wissenschaftslehre, 
1922) Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Religionssoziologie, 1920; Gesammelte Politische Schriften, 


» 1921. In connection with Max Weber, reference must also be made to Ernst Troeltsch, 
The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches, trans. by O. Wyon, 1931. 
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an unpreéedentedly vast bureaucracy. The different forms of fhe 
organization of power and the varying importance that attaches 
to different classes in society are decisive for the peculiar mentality 
that differentiates social groups and nations, In substantiation of 
the assertion that the mental attitude of a group is conditioned by 
its class character he takes numberless instances from the 
eastern and western religions. In his compendious work, Wirtschaft 
und Gesellschaft, he proves that the religions of peasants at all times 
and in all societies closely resemble one another. They incline to 
an explanation of life that is based on magic, and to public 
orgiastic cults. Thé culture and mental outlook of feudal society is 
fundamentally different from that of a handicraft economy. We 
can thus explain the most important features of the early Christian 
religion by the fact that it was created and spread by handicraft 
journeymen. The religion of intellectuals differs from that of other 
social strata in that intellectuals are inclined to treat religion as a 
purely intimate and private matter. Marx pointed out the dyna- 
mic forces inherent in society, the character of economic growth 
and the social transformation resulting from the class struggle. 
The idealistic school of sociologists suggested that Marx over- 
looked the significance of the immanent transformation of the 
human mind which is a sine qua non of social change. They have 
utilized Max Weber’s book on Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of 
Capitalism! to uphold the idealists’ view that a change in the 
individual’s character and outlook cannot at all be a function of 
general social and economic change, since the human mind 
develops sui generis and autonomously, and is itself the cause of a 
new economic system and of the concomitant social transforma- 
tion. If we take into account the whole of Max Weber’s work, and 
not only his previously mentioned book, then we come to that 
conclusion which constitutes the standpoint of the younger genera- 
tion of German sociologists, namely that ‘the manner in which the 
question was formulated by the materialists and the idealists twas wholly 
wrong. We canpot separate spheres of ecénomic and,social change 
on the one hand from the sphere of a change in mental develop- 
ment on the other. The greater art of the sociologist consists in his 
attempt always to refate changes in mental attitudes to changes 
in social situations. The human mind does not operate in vacuo; 
the most delicate change in the human spirit corresponds to 
similarly delicate changes in the situation in which an individual or 
a group finds itself, and, conversely, the minutest change in situa- 
tions indicates that men, too, have undergone some change. 

It was realized that the older type of philosophy, psychology, 

1 M. Weber, Die Protestantische Ethik und der ‘Geist’ des Kapitalismus (English transla- 
tion, Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalism, by T. Parsons, 1930). 
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pedagogy, economics, law, history of literature, ete.;*had per- 
sistently fallen into the same error. They all started from an 
abstract model of ‘man in general’, instead of observing human 
beings and their spiritual life in their actual social setting. Here I 
may mention that during my lectures I have endeavoured to make 
a psychological study which should be of an entirely sociological 
character. Its object was to watch, on a small scale, the behaviour 
of individuals in relation to given situations, and to ascertain how 
that behaviour changed in response to the most unobtrusive 
change in their social situation. It was hoped thereby to elaborate 
an accurate technique of situational observation with the help of 
which—both for pedagogical purposes and for the study of history 
—the individual could be observed and studied in the particular 
situations that prevail in different social structures; situations 
which create en masse the type of individual who is characteristic 
of the new era. It was intended to find the point in the social and 
economic system at which Homo oeconomicus sometimes changes 
and the place in the political sphere where certain leading per- 
sonalities arise and certain types of mass instincts are mobilized. 
This new method for a realistic psychology was all the more wel- 
come as hitherto the psychology of everyday life has not been the 
strong point of Germans; they have always been either too abstract 
or too metaphysical to notice the less obvious changes in the 
behaviour of people with whom they come into daily contact. 
They have seldom produced the ‘man of the world’ who was con- 
spicuous in the aristocracies of France and England. This is evi- 
dent also from the fact that the quality of the German novel 
dealing with society could not, till recently, be compared with 
French and English fiction. Now, however, all this has changed. 
Successful attempts have been made at exact characterizations of 
the lives of employees, young working girls, etc.! The same method 
of exact situational observation of mental phenomena led not only 
to the cohicept of an eternal super-temporal unity of the human 
mind becoming highly suspect but also to the notion of the im- 
mutability of human logic being challenged. „ 

The most surprising event in the recent development of socio- 
logy has, perhaps, been the way in which Wissenssoziologie (the 
sociology of knowledge) has described the differences in human 
thought among different groups and at different times. Just as the 
history of art describes and distinguishes between different styles 
of art, so Wissenssoziologie describes and distinguishes exactly 
between different styles of thought. What the school of Durkheim 

1 L. Franzen Hellersberg, Die jugendliche Arbeiterin, 1932 ; S. Kracauer, Die Angestellten, 


» 1930; H. Speier, Die Angestellten (published in English in Social Order and the Risks of 
War, Stewart, New York, 1952, pp. 68-85). 
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and Levy*Bruhl in France did in the way of pointing out ghe 
system of logic peculiar to primitive tribes, German sociology 
of thought began to do for the different groups and periods in 
western civilization. The results achieved by Wéissenssoziologie 
became embarrassing when the investigation showed that not only 
does the manner of thought differ among different social groups 
in a given society, and not only is the mentality of different poli- 
tical parties different, but that these differences penetrate into 
the realms of philosophy and the different scientific disciplines. 
The realization of the fact that scientific research is coloured by 
the social and historical standpoint of the investigator led to an 
attempt at careful self-criticism. We know that in German 
theories, more than in those of any other country, the Weltan- 
schauung (the philosophical interpretation of life) plays a too 
important role, and therefore Wissenssoziologie effected a great 
purge in the direction of a pure theory of society. But even when 
we have ostracized the influence of our Weltanschauung from all 
social sciences, we shall still find important traces of the fact that 
our thinking is largely conditioned by our social status and that 
our logic is a particular and not a general one. That is why every 
theory is preceded by a subconscious selection of the elements 
which shall penetrate our problems and theories. Not all elements 
of reality find their way into our consciously formulated theories, 
but only those which are admitted by the conscious control. This 
conscious control, again, is guided by latent wishes and forces. 
In this way not only is the content of the theory itself influenced, 
but the conceptions and logical categories of the mind of different 
groups are affected by social forces.! All this can be made clear 
by an example. For instance, every liberal theory lays stress on all 
those factors which tend to an harmonious balance of contra- 
dictory elements. Socialist theories, on the other hand, accentuate 
unduly those forces that work for the collapse of the present social 
and economic system; thereby they tend to overlook the*elements 
of elasticity in, this system. Thus the récent appreciation of the 
significance of thgse social forces, that up to a certain point in- 
fluence all sciences, places the new problem of the theory of know- 
` ledge, on the one hand, and new tasks that have to be disposed of 


1 Those interested in Wissenssoziologie should for general information consult the » 
works of M. Scheler, Die Wissensformen und die Saran Hb also my article on ‘Wissens- 
soziologie’ in the Handwörterbuch der Soziologie. For. urther examples of empirical 
investigations in this field, cf. also: G. Lukacs, Geschichte und Klassenbewusstsein, 19233 
M. Scheler, Die Formen des Wissens und der Bildung, 1925; P. L. Landsberg, Wesen und 
Bedeutung der Platonischen Akademie, 1923; P. Honigsheim, Zur Soziologie der mittelalter- 
lichen Scholastik (Erinnerungsgabe für M. Weber), 1923; K.* Mannheim, ‘Das kon- 
servative Denken’, in Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft, Bd. 57 ; Ideologie und Utopie, 2nď'edn., 
1930 og trans., Ideology and Utopia); F Borkenau, Der Ubergang vom feudalen zum e 
biirgerlichen Weltbild, Paris, Alcan, 1934- 
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in the search for objectivity, on the other, on a higher piane. The 
merit of recent German sociologists lies, perhaps, in the fact that 
they have freed themselves from that exaggerated ‘methodo- 
logical asceticism’ for which nothing that is not susceptible of 
measurement can be deemed to be exact, and, further, that they 
have guccessfully shown that the spiritual sphere has its own 
peculiar criteria of exactness which have hitherto not ‘been 
noticed. 

Since this branch of German sociology may prove especially 
helpful to those who come to sociological questions from the cul- 
tural sciences (Geisteswissenschaften), something should at this stage 
be said about the sociology of culture. The sociology of culture has 
turned to account all the methods and techniques which the cul- 
tural sciences have elaborated in the form of the technique of 
interpretation. Of these, the morphological method has become parti- 
cularly conspicuous; Alfred Weber,! the head of the school at 
Heidelberg, used it in his Sociology of Culture. Cultural contents can 
be characterized in this form with very great exactness; witness, 
for instance, the perceptions attained to in the history of art by 
the method of style-analysis. This morphological description of 
cultural patterns and styles seems to me quite fruitful, so long as 
morphology is not made to serve as an end in itself or, as with 
Spengler, does not degenerate to a kind of play with analogies. 
To ascertain their morphological characteristics, a culture or 
cultures must also be explained in the light of their social back- 
ground. Morphological analysis is a means of rendering the causal 
analysis more effective and richer, but is not a way of escape from 
historical empiricism. A. v. Martin? has made a valuable contri- 
bution to an empirically verifiable sociology of culture. He 
belongs to those historians who have been enterprising enough to 
venture from their sp¢ciai discipline into the sphere of sociology. 
Among the works on the sociology of literature, Schéffler’s? con- 
tributions occupy a place of high importance. Coming to socio- 
logy from English philosophy, he has shown, intex, alia, how the 
temper of an era can be explained in terms of an analysis of the 
social origin of individual poets from the ruling stratum of the 
intelligentsia. The early generation of English and German 
romantic poets came from the clergy, and their attitude to the 
world, their social surrounding, characterizes their work. 

In general the problem of the historical evolution of forms of life 
(Lebensformen) and types of inner experience (Erlebnisformen) became 


1 A. Weber, Iden zur Staats und Kultursoziologie. Also, ‘Das Alte Egyp 
Babylonien’, in Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft, vol. as e 5 pa uag 

2 A. v. Martin, Die Soziologie der Renaissance; ct. also the different essays on the 
sociology of culture in Vierkandt's Handwirterbuch der Soziologie. 

3 H. Schöffler, Protestantismus und Literatur, 1922. 
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increasingly the problem which established the intimate contact 
between thethistory of literature, sociology, and philosophy. ‘fhe 
dynamic conception of human beings, i.e. the idea that historical 
and social evolution always shapes the individual and his spiritual 
life anew, has rendered possible an historical examination of 
different aspects of spiritual life. Thus we have interesting analyses 
of the genesis of love,! of the meaning of the cult of frierféiship,” 
about the growth and social significance of ideals of civilization, 
about the origin of the conception of genius,4 about the social 
genesis of public opinion,5 the social genesis of the bourgeois,® etc. 

But sociology dees not only derive stimuli from the history of 
literature. A very high degree of development has been reached 
in the sociology of law; though here it is interesting to observe that 
with the exception of M. Weber nearly all the important workers 
in this field were, at first, Austrians.” 

Besides the sociology of law there was forming, especially among 
the younger generation, a political sociology and a scientific study 
of contemporary events (Gegenwartskunde) from which much was 
expected.’ It bore an affinity to the English political science, except 
that its close association with sociology has certainly not been 
detrimental to it. Thanks to this intimate connection with socio- 
logy, political phenomena are seen in their relation to social events 
in general. As a starting-point it was endeavoured to obtain a 
sociological analysis of the stratification of German society, and into 


1 P, Kluckhohn, Die Auffassung der Liebe in der Literatur des 18ten Jahrhunderts u. in der 
deutschen Romantik, and edn., 1931. 

2 A. Salomon, Der humanistische Freundschaftskult (unpublished). 

3H. Weil, Die Entstehung des deutschen Bildungsbegriffes, 19303 Naumann-Müller, 
Höfische Kultur, 1930; N. Elias, Soziologie des Hofes ana blbEN 

4 Zilsel, Die Entstehung des Geniebegriffs, 1926. 

5 F. Toennies, Kritik der öffentlichen Meinung, 1922, and E. Manheim, Die Träger der 
öffentlichen Meinung, 1933- 

6 B. Groethuysen, Die Entstehung der bürgerlichen Welt- und Lebensanschauung in Frank- 
reich, vol. 1-2, 1927-30; B. Guttmann, England im Zeitalte? der bürgerlichen Reform, 1988. 
In the history of literature an ambitious attempt was made to estimate sgciologically 
the debt owed by German literature to the influence of the various Germanic tribes 
and provinces. Cf. J. Nadler, Literaturgeschichte der deutschen Stå und Landschaften. 
On the sociology f literature, cf. Kohn-Bramstedt, ‘Probleme dër Literatursozio- 
logie’, in Neue Jahrb. füs Wissensch. u, Fugendbildung, 193%. , 

7 E. Ehrlich, Grundlegung der Soziologie des*Rechts, 1913 K. Renner, Die Rechtsinstitute 
des Privatrechts und ihre sozial? Funktion, 1929; A. Menger, Das bürgerliche Recht und die 
besitzenden Volksklassen, 5th ed., 1927; A. Menger, Neue Staatslehre, 4th eds, 1930; 
further, H. Sinzheimer, Grundzüge des Arbeitsrechts, and ed.; F. Neumann, Koalitions~ 
Sreiheit und Reichsverfassung, 1932; F. Dessauer, Recht, Richtertum und Ministerialbiirokratie, 
1928. r X z 

8 Important essays in this field appeared in the various well-known journals of 
sociology. Cf. Kölner Vierteljahrshefte für Soziologie, ed. Wiese; Thurnwald’s Soziologus, 
and the excellent Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik, ed. E. Lederer, which 
has recently ceased publication, Cf. further : the interestòng Rischr. für Sozialfor. b 
ed. Horkheimer. For the Socialist standpoint of the two Socialist sociological jot > 
Die mg 8 Á and Neue Blatter für Sozialismus, cf. in the latter the essays by Heimann, 
Löwe, Tillich. 
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this question Geiger! has made an interesting investigation. A 
history of the political parties was attempted along thé same lines.” 

Thus at the same time that numerous concrete and realistic 
analyses of the purely social aspects of present-day German society 
were made, the efficiency of the political form of that society was 
submitted to the searchlight of theoretical controversy and its 
fundamental import and implications were discussed in the light 
of and in terms of the new sociological perspective.3 

In this connection attention must also be drawn to the very 
instructive contributions of Lederer and Marschak, Brinkmann 
and Götz Briefs,4 on the social stratification in capitalist society. 
Reference should be made also to the numerous sociological con- 
tributions from the pen of the Catholic writers, and, inter alia, par- 
ticularly to the works of Gundlach, Schwer, and Jostock. 

The most instructive contributions by literature to the under- 
standing of society are to be found in the numerous novels dealing 
with social life which have been published in post-war Germany. 
Mention should be made of the following, in particular: Hans 
Fallada, Kleiner Mann, was nun? (translated into English, Little 
Man, What Now?); Eric Reger, Union der Festen Hand; A. Döblin, 
Alexanderplatz; Ernst v. Salomon, Die Gedichteten, Die Stadt (trans- 
lated into English). 

I should like to conclude this study with an attempt to suggest 
sociological reasons for the differences that exist between Ameri- 
can, English and German sociology. American sociology is 


1 Th. Geiger, Die soziale Schichtung des deutschen Volkes, 1932. Cf. also, J. Nothaas, 
Sozialer Auf- und Abstieg im Deutschen Volk, 1930; v. d. Gablents-Menzic €, Deutsche 
ya dere 1930; O. Demeter, Das Offizierskorps; E. Kehr, Die preussischen Konserva- 
iven, 1930. 

25, Necmi, Die Deutschen Parteien, Wesen und Wandel nach dem Kriege, 1932. 
30f oes interest is the controversy about State and Nation; cf. in this con- 
nection; R. Smend, Verfassung und Verfassungsrecht, 1928 ; also the well-known works of 
C. Schmitt, Kelsen, and the recently deceased Heller. Apart from the last-named 
political sociologist’s work, Die Souveranitat, 1927, his unpublished Staatslehre is also a 
noteworthy-contribution. Cf. further; D. Schindler, Verfassungsrecht und Soziale Struktur, 
1932, and G. Salomon, Allgemeine Staatslehre; Probleme der Demokratie, 1st and and series, 
or ished by thp Deutsche Hochschule für Politik, 1928-31; also the volume on 

olitik als Wissenschaft, 1931; M. H. Bochm, Das eigenständige Volk, 1932; H. O. 
— Die moderne Nation, 1931 ; H. Marr, “Grosstadt als politische Lebensform,’ 
in Grosstadt und Volkstum, wnt 5 

4 In the Grundriss der Sozialokonomik, vol. 9, 1 (Die Gesellsschaftliche Schichtung im 
Kapitalismus). 

5 I am, of course, aware that it is possible here to give only the roughest outline of 
such a comparison, In the above ysis it has not been forgotten that sociology does 
not arise only from the sociological situgtion of a particular country and that the Aistory 
of ideas itself carries its influence from one author to another and from one country to 
another. But it is my view—which can be substantiated by any fairly accurate analysis 
of the influence which the literature of one country exercises upon that of another— 
that in the of understanding and assimilation those factors and elements are 
thrown overboard which are unimportant to the particular purpose and outlook of the 
recipient of alien influences, and that, conversely, those factors are stressed which 
derive from situations and attitudes similar to those of the recipient. 
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characterjged by its peculiar delight in a form of empiricism which 
I should be {inclined to call an ‘isolating empiricism’; for, wifilst 
the enumeration and description of facts becomes always more 
exact and refined, the constructive bases of social life are com- 
pletely veiled behind the mass of secondary details. This, it seems, 
can only be attributed to the fact that the most urgent impulses to 
the growth of sociological investigation in the United Stat arose 
from the immediate problems of everyday life which present them- 
selves in any colonizing society that spreads itself over an expansive 
territory and has to develop its social institutions in a relatively 
short span of times In such a society the most difficult and vital 
problems crop up one by one, and social study concentrates on 
the solution of these isolated problems. Here we have one reason 
for the prevalence in American sociology of questions such as those 
of gangs, of delinquency, of the conflict of different races living in 
the same territorial region, of the psychic adjustment of immi- 
grants, all of which are problems that arise from particular needs 
at particular moments. But, as has been pointed out above, the 
phenomena that do not become apparent are: the totality of 
society, the dynamic forces operating throughout society and the 
class problems that exist in society. The totality of society is veiled 
because of the general belief that if the difficulties of single institu- 
tions and particular situations are solved in the right way, the 
entirety of society will reveal itself through a process of integrating 
the solutions of individual social difficulties. Such a belief is pos- 
sible as long as there are still vast expanses of territory unexploited 
and numerous possibilities unexplored; where this is the case it 
is always possible to find a way out of social dilemmas. The inter- 
dependent nature of the various gaps in the social structure does 
not become visible because the elasticity of the scope for action is 
so great that in most cases a way out of difficulties is found. The 
manifestation of the class-problem—as we shall have occasion to 
observe again later—very often depends on the particulas position 
of the intelligentsia in society. Since it is the intellectuals who give 
theoretical exptession to the class-problem, much in the character 
of their theory wil depend on whether in their own struggle for 
existence they have hatd experience of class conflicts. In the United 
States the class-problem for a long time did not become noticeable 
because the élite of society and the groups of the intelligentsia had + 
the chance to rise through individyal initiative; where a rise in 
the social scale is possible through individual initiative alone, the 
existence of social classes and their nature is not apparent. 

The English and German situations are similar in that in both 
cases a society has passed through a long historical process within 
the same territorial confines. But whereas the growth of the « 

E.S.—15 
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English people, especially since 1688, has ican evolutionary and 
resormist, that of the German people has been morg difficult and 
uneven; recent German history especially has been one of con- 
vulsions. The essence of the rapid transformation that is now taking 
place is the dissolution of the older forms of society. As I pointed 
out earlier, we obtain our most important insight into the working 
of soczal forces in periods of rapid social disintegration sych as 
that which Germany is now experiencing; for it is at such times 
that the latent elements operative in society are revealed. The 
class-problem was intelligible not only to the German socialists 
but to all the groups of the German intelligentsia, because in 
recent years the latter have become increasingly aware that their 
fate is closely linked up with that of the groups immediately next 
to them. It was impossible to remedy individual defects by mere 
reformist measures in a society where, owing to the narrowness 


of the field for action, no social element could be conceived of 


independently of any other clement. All social and political groups 
were therefore struggling for the radical transformation of the 
whole social fabric; and each group was intent on transforming it 
exclusively according to its own ideal pattern. Because all social 
groups were anxious to change the whole face of society, they were 
forced to concentrate on the whole social organism at once, and 
not only on particular parts of that organism. 

Turn now to English sociology. English sociological develop- 
ment, as indeed the nature of English sociology in general, reflects 
the even trend of recent English social and historical develop- 
ment, 

It is an example of a discipline that can grow in a society whose 
development has, on the one hand, been continuous and free from 
the shocks and surprises which have characterized the recent 
history of Germany; and, on the other hand, has not developed 
by way of accidental-leaps and bounds as has American society, 
where new institutions were generally added to existing ones, and 
sociology did not evolve its problems by reinterpreting the tradi- 
tional view, but approached them in a naive manner as if it were 
confronted with a completely new task. Because the development 
of English society has been more continuous, and because its pro- 
gressive evolution consisted mostly in the reforming and recondi- 
tioning of old institutions, it was possible for the root conception of 
progress to be that of an even development by consecutive stages. 
Therefore English sociology was for a long time fitted into the 
framework of a conception of ‘progress by stages’. In contrast to 
this, the conception of progress held by German sociologists is the 
dialectical conception; this embodies the primitive experience of 
man that history is an alternating process of progress, retrogression 
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and progress, English sociology has all the advantages of a tradi- 
tional develoþment. The first consequence of a continuous social 
development is that academic science can pursue the even tenor 
of its way, and single problems can be worked out and developed 
with minute exactness. If new problems crop up anywhere they 
can be fitted into the existing framework of the different academic 
sciences. It is thus characteristic of English sociological thought 
that it is found not only in sociology qua sociology but in the 
different particular branches of science. The best of sociology is 
often found in academic fields such as anthropology, social and 
economic history, social psychology, political science, and social 
science as distinct from sociology. This has the advantage that 
much of sociology is scattered in the various branches of academic 
knowledge; but it has also the disadvantage that an all-embracing 
view of the whole field of sociology can be obtained only with 
difficulty, and that no specialist in any of the previously mentioned 
sciences will venture to work out constructive principles for inte- 
grating the results arrived at by each of those sciences. Whenever 
the connections between the facts with which he is particularly 
concerned and other facts are pointed out to him, the specialist 
will retort that this transgresses beyond his special competence; 
in so doing, however, he forgets that in reality the different facts 
and factors are interlocked and that they do not do the specialist 
the favour of developing in watertight compartments. If we look 
upon the whole history of social development we can say that the 
impulse to consider facts in their interrelation and not in isolation 
is never due to science itself but to the actual needs and urgencies 
of social life. These impulses penetrated only gradually into the 
framework of the different parts of English sociology, and the 
class-problem which, as I have shown, dominated German 
society in times of crisis, did not take first rank in English sociology. 
But in my view there is also another reasoñ for this. The intelli- 
gentsia, as we have already mentioned, is nearly always the first to 
see and to voice the existence of these problems in the light of its 
own experiences. In England for a very long time it had no experi- 
ence of the class structure because English society has always had 
the valuable knack of Absorbing the most gifted elements from the 
lower classes. Thus, so long as this absorption continues thé class 
character of society and all its implications is felt to be something * 
fluctuating and unsubstantial. e 

Within recent years, however, the need for taking a connected 
view of separate social occurrences has come to be realized in 
England also. German sociology anticipated its sister-sociologies in 
that it was forced by the social crisis to pay attention to problems 
which sooner or later were destined to shake the rest of the world * 
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too; and since it was the first to concern itself with thess problems, 
Gèrman sociology devised methods for the observation and inter- 
pretation of complex general situations. An interest in the func- 
tional connection between the separate parts of the social organism 
is gradually being evinced in England, and in this connection the 
class-problem, too, is beginning to be seriously examined, and its 
signifféance in relation to that of the institutions and occupations 
previously alluded to is receiving increasing attention. This new 
interest in problems kindred to those with which recent German 
sociology has concerned itself makes it easier for us toexchange ideas 
and to compare our methods and experiences. Thus the rapidly 
growing similarity of the basic social problems with which different 
countries have to grapple finds its reflection not least in the 
rapprochement between the trends of sociological thought pursued in 
those countries. 
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A few Concrete Examples concerning the Sociological 
Nature of Human Valuations 1 


With some theoretical remarks on the difference between the 
psychological and the sociological approach ? 


man, and after the broad synthesis of the main suggestions 
which have grown out of the papers and discussions of this 
conference carried out by Mr. Marshall (an unenviable task 
indeed), it only remains for me to add a few small items, more 
concrete in nature, which might provide in practice examples of 
such a co-ordination of the different approaches. Such a concrete 
approach has unavoidably the disadvantage of narrowing down 
the broader outlook of general discussion, but it might, perhaps, 
provide a foothold for the clarification of the prevailing differences. 
Dr. Oeser, as a worker in the concrete field, presented us with a 
riddle of life. He observed, among other important things, that in 
Dundee, where he is working with a staff of five expert field- 
workers, the mill hand is socially looked down upon as compared 
with the factory hand; he asked what the origin of this strange fact 
could be. Thus he was, in his immediate observation of life, 
brought up against a problem which has the same roots as those 
philosophical problems which Professor Ginsberg dealt with in his 
illuminating remarks: the social factors making for Ghange in 
valuations. Let us see if we can find exainples of analogous things 
occurring in histgry which could serve to supplement our more 
local observations ang also the theoretical analysis. 
The Germanic tribes, in the course of their invasions during the 
great migration of peoples, show within a relatively short period a 
1 Paper presented at a conference held under the auspices of the Institute of 
Sociology and World University Service, London, 1936. 3 
2 As an excuse for the somewhat bo pone nature of these remarks, I must explain 
that they do not constitute a prepared paper, but are the substance of an improyisa- 
tion. I was asked on the eve of the last session to take up some of the threads of the 


discussion, and in the short time at my disposal I had ônly my memory to rely on for 
concrete illustrations. I am here reconstructing my origina remarks with the aid of my 


Am the penetrating and systematic remarks of our chair- 


notes, only occasionally adding a few supplementary explanations and references $ 


where I thought necessary. 
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striking shift in their valuations; or to put it more See y with the 
first differentiation of groups and classes the respective valuation 
of these groups and classes becomes different. The original Ger- 
manic tribes, at the time of the beginning of their invasion, were, 
according to the present state of our knowledge (the subject, as 
you know, is a controversial one), cattle-breeding nomads who, 
when ffity had the chance of settling down, linked up their tattle 
breeding with agriculture. I do not want to enter here into detailed 
discussion as to what their exact anthropological and sociological 
category was: they were, at any rate, in a tribal stage, with tribal 
ethics, which makes for conformity, stereot¥ping of attitudes, 
aiming at co-operation and stressing the value of labour. Professor 
Chadwick has given us, in an admirable book,! a detailed descrip- 
tion of how, in a very short time, owing to the weakness of the 
Roman Empire, an opportunity was given to adventurous groups 
for easy conquest. Under the leadership of princes, small groups 
of warriors split off and invaded foreign territories, setting up 
short-lived barbaric empires like the Gothic Empire. Now, this 
social differentiation within the community, the splitting up of the 
warrior group, rapidly brought about the creation of a completely 
different scale of values, and the prevalence of a new set of atti- 
tudes. Whereas, formerly, it was conformity guaranteed by 
magic, community standards, and the valuation of collective 
achievements which prevailed, now the heroic set of attitudes arose 
as the creation of the new warrior caste. It is spontaneity, initia- 
tive, aggressiveness that is appreciated, and if we take the social 
differentiation within the group, already pointed out by Tacitus, 
between the princeps and the comitatus (the princes and their war- 
rior followers), we find that the princes are admired for their 
almost anarchic individualism, and the only thing demanded 
from the followers is their personal allegiance to the prince, a 
loyalty which is quite different from that to the tribe. The whole 
set of these values and attitudes challenges intentionally the tribal 
ethics of conformity and’ valuation of labour; it stresses indivi- 
dualism, bravery and pillage. The philologists have found 
reflected in the two gods Wodan and Thor the two social surround- 
ings and their values and ideals, Wodan being the ideal of these 
small warrior courts of princes, and Thor a kind of old peasant. 
If we forget for a moment that we are concerned with princes, who 
set themselves above the established tribal order of society, and 
their followers, and regard them instead as gangs—occasional 
integrations under the personal guidance of one leader for the sake 
of pillage and hazardous invasion, we can understand the sudden 


1H. M. Chadwick, The Heroic Age, Cambridge Archacologi z i 
Series, Cambridge, 1906. roic Age, Cambridge Archaeological and Ethnological 
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change im*yalues and attitudes in terms of so-called gang 
behaviour: ifidividualism, bravery, enterprise, heroism, persofial 
allegiance to the leader, are necessities of such a group organiza- 
tion, the maintenance of which is not so much based on continu- 
ous labour, as on sudden perilous but often well-rewarded raids. 
And in a book such as Thrasher’s The Gang,! the author of which 
personally, as a sociological field worker, observed morethan a 
thousand gangs in the area of Chicago, you will find, mutatis 
mutandis, the growth of the same set of heroic attitudes of leader- 
ship, personal allegiance, and all the other traits of gang be- 
haviour, in our socity. 

That in the situation described in connection with the Germanic 
warrior tribes certain generalizations can legitimately be drawn 
concerning one type of society—society organized for conflict as 
against society organized for labour—can be partly shown by 
other parallels, As Chadwick himself points out, the very same 
situation and the corresponding values and attitudes occur in 
early Greek history during the so-called Homeric age, and in 
many other tribes among the Celtic and Slavonic peoples who 
have in the course of their history gone through a similar phase. 
And in fact we need not confine ourselves to instances from early 
societies, for in such a book as Bovet’s Fighting Instinct? we are 
shown that not only the general attitudes and values, but the 


identical patterns of concrete situation occur as soon as we have © 


individual fighting together with society organized for conflict. 
Bovet gives a detailed description and phraseology of fighting be- 
tween young boys, and shows how this fighting does not simply 
follow instinctive outbursts, but is canalized in definite social 
patterns by typical phases of preliminaries, such as boasting, 
verbal provocation, and so on, the main object of which is to give 
the spectators time to form a ring about the fighters; Bovet goes so 
far as to speak of ‘the phase of Homeric chalfenge’3 in the fights of 
these boy-heroes, which proves it is not only a question of the 
spirit of the age, but that closely similar situations produce similar 
attitudes and values. A 
So the observation of living soctety complements many items in 
our historical studies? just as our present-day field-work lacks 
perspective if it is not supplemented by the historical apprdach. 
For the set of values and attitudes prevailing in a society 
organized for labour, we can turn tœRoman society, which never 
passed through the heroic phase. Here, in the earliest period 


1 F. M. Thrasher, The Gang, a Study of 1,313 Gangs án Chicago (with a map and 
bibliography), University of Chicago Studies in Urban Psychology, Chicago, 1987. 

2 P. Bovet, The Fighting Instinct, tr. into English by I. J. T. Greig, London, 1923. 

3 Ibid., p. 21. 
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known to us, the patres themselves cultivate the soil,*and corre- 
spondingly the social valuation of agricultural labour is very 
high; a sudden change, however, arises when the patres, in order 
to proceed to the conquest of Italy, are compelled to become 
soldiers and to leave the work to the slaves. Immediately the public 
valuation of agricultural labour is lowered, since the valuation of 
an acfiv¥ity seems to follow the social prestige of the group which 
engages in it.! p 

The next important shift in the valuation of labour in Roman 
society occurs with the growth of a leisured class, which not only 
despises any kind of manual work, but sets amoral premium on 
those achievements only which are unpaid and are carried out for 
their own sake or in the public service. The idea of the artes 
liberales,? of those professions which only are worthy of a free man, 
is the ideological creation of the Roman leisured class. But that 
this valuation is not bound to one historical setting can be proved 
by the fact that when a similar case occurred in English society, 
when the landed aristocracy became the new leisured class, they 
held that honorary work was the only fitting work for men of a 
higher order, and it is only that kind of work which has a real 
inner value.> In the English distinction between the professions 
and other vocations, a similar gradation of values concerning work 
is still maintained.4 

This leads me to another set of facts which presents us with a 
very similar problem. In any society there is a group of professions 
considered as dishonourable or suspect. These occupations are 


1 With the instances quoted above, compare Ettore Ciccotti, Der Untergang der 
Sklaverei im Altertum, pp. 36 ff. (dealing with ancient Greece), pp. 110 ff. (dealing with 
ancient Rome), Berlin, 1910; Max Weber, ‘Agrarverhaltnisse im Altertum’, in his 
Gesammelte Aufsätze zur Sozial- und Wirtschafisgeschichte, pp. 2 ff., Tübingen, 1924. 

The above-mentioned statement about the lowered valuation of agricultural labour 
has to be complemented by some of the observations of O. Neurath, who lays stress on 
the fact that in Roman society, with the growth of the latifundia, the big landowners 
and the intelligentsia for certain ideological reasons and according to prevailing 
romanticizing tendencies tend 4o praise agricultural work as contrasted with any 
other kind of manual labour. Neurath rightly points to the fact that these ideological 
documents should not be taken as a reflection of the really existing attitudes of Roman 
society. » 

Cf. O. Neurath, ‘Beiträge zur Geschichte der opera eervilia’, in agih Sozial- 
wissenschaft und Sozialpolitik, vol. 41, Tübingen, 1916; ‘Zur Anschauung der Antike 
über Händel, Gewerbe und Landwirtschaft’, in Jahrbuch für Nationalökonomik und 
Statistik, 1906, 1907 (cf. especially p. 599 in vol. 87 (1906), and the very interesting 
quotation taken from Montesquieu, p. 600) 

2 Cf. S. Feuchtwanger, Die Freien Beufe (Im Besonderen : die Anwaltschaft, Versuch 
ciner allgemeinen Kulturwirtschaftslehre), p. 21, München, Leipzig, 1922, and the 
literature quoted there. 

3 M. Weber, Politik als Beruf (Wissenschaftliche Abhandlungen und Reden zur 
tie Politik und Geistesgeschichte), 2nd ed., pp. 34 f., München, Leipzig, 
19962 


4 A, M. Carr-Saunders, P. A. Wilson, The Professions, pp. 1 ff. and 287 ff., Oxford, 
1933- 
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usually omy on examination, to be vital to the maintenancg of 
the society, so that one cannot explain their social valuation on the 
basis of observation of their objective importance for society. I 
searched for a long time for a sociological description and explana- 
tion of these facts till Dr. Ernst Manheim and I found by chance 
in the Library of the British Museum an old brochure by a certain 
Beneke on the dishonourable professions.! In Beneke’s tithe there 
was no sociology, but while working in the archives he was struck, 
as he says, by the fact that from the beginning of German society 
up to his own time some occupations—shepherd, miller, barber, 
weaver, hangman find others—are looked down upon and con- 
sidered as suspect. He almost apologizes for dealing with such a 
doubtful subject, but he is so intrigued by this strange treatment 
of otherwise useful professions, that he can but devote himself to a 
more elaborate study. Indeed, if we think how vital to the exis- 
tence of certain societies the hangman is, one cannot help blaming 
a society which accepts his services without their due appreciation, 
The value of Beneke’s book is not so much in his theoretical 
explanations, as in his elaborate collection of current everyday 
evaluations of occupations in society. Nevertheless in certain pas- 
sages he comes to the real reason for this strange valuation; it was 
that as the Germanic tribes for very long had to protect them- 
selves, the armed members of the group had prestige and their 
valuations became predominant. As warriors they tended to 
despise those people whose professions (e.g. the shepherd and the 
miller) prevented them from fighting, Later the guilds set up pro- 
fessional standards and prevented suspect professions from becom- 
ing acknowledged. 

One reason why I thought it necessary to bring together these 
examples was the hope that although these facts do not directly 
answer his question, Dr. Oeser’s problem (why mill workers are 
looked down upon as compared with factory workers) might find 
a background against which it could be considered and’ perhaps 
more easily solyed. At the same time I wahted to raise the question 
of the nature of empiricism in sociology. We have now at least 
reached a stage where it is agreed that society is worthy of careful 
observation, a stage that fortunately leads from empty armchair 
speculation to field observation. But there were already desires 
expressed in this conference to limit sociological work to the mere 
collection of facts, with the hope that when all the million facts are 
collected a theory will automatically spring from them. There is 
in this country a tendency to put a premium on pure description, 


1 O. Beneke, Von unehrlichen Leuten (Culturhistorische Studien aus vergangenen 
‘Tagen deutscher Gewerbe und Dienste mit besonderer Rücksicht auf Hamburg), « 
Hamburg, 1863. 


236 SOCIOLOGICAL PSYCHOLOGY “ j 


sutyeys, collections of statistical data, to the exclusion Wf theoreti- 
cal and historical analysis of society. My historical examples may 
show you that Dr. Oeser’s field-work would only become as 
efficient as he would like, if he had a historical sociology at his 
disposal to which his special experiences in Dundee could be 
related, The investigation in a certain area of the changing social 
prestige’ of occupations should presuppose a knowledge of their 
variability in history. But to learn from history we must be able to 
theorize; otherwise the historical facts mean nothing, and cannot 
even be compared or adequately related. 

I feel like asking those who think the socialsciences can get on 
without sociology and theoretical questioning, whether, if Newton 
had confined his field-work with apples to counting and describing 
them, he would have found his theory of gravitation. Only theory 
which keeps pace with the facts, and facts which are interpreted 
in the light of a theory, lead to knowledge. Similarly, it is not 
enough for Dr. Oeser, and those other field-workers who are doing 
indispensable research into our society, to be backed by a kind of 
historical sociology which broadens the perspective of their 
observations on the present day; they need at the same time a 
body of knowledge based on theoretical principles which helps 
them to relate their facts to a theoretical frame of reference. Thus 
all these shifts in valuations (a few of which I have tried to illus- 
trate by my examples) reveal nothing, and are merely on the level 
of anecdotes, if nobody will risk formulating hypotheses concern- 
ing those social factors which make for changes in human 
valuations. 

Perhaps I might put forward, quite tentatively, some such hypo- 
theses, which in my opinion suggest themselves when one tries to 
solve the riddle of changing human valuations. 

1. Valuations of human attitudes and activities (among which 
are the professions) are originally set by groups. The more one 
gocs back into history the more it becomes evident that the real 
carrier of standards is not the individual, but the group of which 
he happens to be the exponent. 

2, The standards of different groups reflect, in large part, their 
respective social structure, the nature of their organization, and 
of their fundamental needs and functions. Thus we have found the 
standards of a group of warriors to be fundamentally different 
from the valuations of agricutturalists, etc. 

3. Valuation is originally not an isolated psychological act of 
an individual, and for the most part cannot be sufficiently ex- 
plained in terms of subjective intention. This is the mistake of the 
introspective psychologists; the isolation of the individual’s 
experience from the social and historical background, which gives 
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rise to tle’illusion that subjective motivation is the final and 
fundamental source of social acts. On the contrary, most sotial 
acts have a definitive social—mostly integrating—function in the 
life of the group. The valuations differ with different groups, 
between our warriors and peasants, for example, not because the 
fundamental psychological endowment of the individuals in these 
two groups is different at the beginning, but because tke social 
functions these valuations have to fulfil are different in the two 
groups. In a society organized for conflict, for example, the funda- 
mental valuations have set a premium on initiative, aggressiveness 
and adventure; in®a society based on labour, the fundamental 
function of valuations is to guarantee steadiness, uniformity and 
co-operation. 

4. A conflict in valuations usually arises when two or more 
different groups are co-ordinated or superimposed on each other. 
In such cases, the function of valuations is not only positive—the 
integration of the respective groups; the values are primarily 
counter-values, set up against the standards of competing or sub- 
jugated groups. I refer to the case Professor Chadwick mentions, 
in which the ‘individualistic’ attitudes and valuations of the war- 
rior caste were consistently played off against the tribal rules of 
conformity. 

5. When a society becomes differentiated, a social stratification 
of different classes or castes (for example, peasants and warriors) 
grows up. The forms of co-existence of their standards will tend to 
reflect the nature of co-existence of these social strata. If they do 
not communicate, their standards will be separated, as occurs in a 
caste society, where each caste has its own ritualized standards. 
If they do communicate, the originally different standards tend 
either to clash or to mix, depending on the nature of the social 
integration. 

6. In a static society, which has reached a*certain balance, there 
will always be some classes of leading groups (élites) the standards 
of which will become representative, ang will be silently accepted 
even by those groups which are subjugated and essentially frus- 
trated by these valuations. In thecases referred to in my examples, 
it was the warrior grdup which set the official pattern of values, 
and determined among them the social prestige of different 
occupations. a C DNE 

7. It is only when a society is becoming dynamic, when quick 
changes in the stratification take place, when a sudden rise and 
fall of individuals in the social scale is a matter of course, that the 
prevalence and the social prestige of the ‘leading groups will be 
challenged. Š 

8. But it would be wrong to relate social values exclusively to © 
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socjal classes, although their dynamic function seem¥ to be un- 
questionable. All groups—the family, the neighbourhood, the 
playground, the working team, the club, the secret society—set 
their peculiar patterns which compete with each other and clash 
in the consciousness of the individual who participates in their 
activities. Moreover, we should unduly narrow down the scope 
of sociology if we confined the value-generating function to'social 
groups only. Changing valuations are very often engendered by 
one of the so-called ‘social forces’ or social processes which detcr- 
mine and change the group-forms themselves. Such social 
processes are, among others, competition, organization, etc. 
Competition, whenever it is introduced in a sphere of social life, 
puts a premium on initiative; organization, in its turn, on ‘institu- 
tional behaviour’.! 

But I do not wish to go into detail and enumerate all those pro- 
cesses which are fundamental to the life of society and work behind 
the scenes when values change; what I want to show is that there 
is in sociology a field of theoretical investigation without which 
any field-work and social research is no more than a collection of 
bare facts or interesting anecdotes. 

After this, I should like to venture a few remarks on another 
subject much discussed during this conference. It is possible that 
the example mentioned at the beginning of my contribution may 
throw a little light on the relationship between psychology and 
sociology. I think both belong inseparably together. In the long 
run it is impossible to conceive of a sociology which is not founded 
on psychology and of a psychology which does not follow up its 
social implications. 

There is above all one fundamental error, found only too fre- 
quently, concerning the relationship of psychology and sociology; 
that is, to take psychology as dealing with the individual, socio- 
logy as dealing with the mass: one individual—psychology; the 
mass—soviology.2 Nothing could be more erroneous than to 
adhere to this alternative; any individual can be considered from a 
sociological point of view, which means, as we shall see, that we 
observe the working of his mind’ not in isolation, but in its social 
setting; and on the other hand there is no mass social behaviour 
which is not confined to those possibilities of behaviour which are 
inherent in the mind of the individual. Instead of the equation 
single individual : psychology : : many individuals : sociology, I 
should prefer to say that both deal with the same material—the 


1 Cf. F. H. Allport, wl.o uses this term in his book Institutional Behavior (Essays toward 
a Re-interpreting of Contemporary Social Organisation), University of North Carolina 
Press, 1933. 

2 Owing to lack of time I cannot discuss the problem of social psychology here. 
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psychic lifęrof the individual, but whereas psychology tends to 
concentrate $n the individual, thereby severing him more or tess 
from the social context, sociology observes attitudes and behaviour 
with reference to this social context. r 

Even this alternative should not be exaggerated: there is no 
psychologist who, when fixing his attention on the individual, does 
not oçcasionally refer to the environment, to the most «bvious 
representatives of human surroundings such as the father and 
mother, or to institutions like the family, neighbourhood, nation; 
but on the whole he does not consider it his task to follow up how 
these typical representatives of society and these social institutions 
are linked up with each other and how they react upon the indivi- 
dual in their unique constellation. On the other hand, although the 
sociologist will tend to start just with the analysis of these institu- 
tions and their configuration, observing how they react upon the 
individual, he will also occasionally be interested in the psycho- 
logical peculiarities of the individuals concerned in order to see 
how they modify the general tendencies inherent in these institu- 
tions. On the whole they have, while dealing with the same 
material, a different approach and they follow opposite directions 
in the chain of causation. Psychology mainly stresses that con- 
catenation of events which has (or seems to have) its source in 
the individual, which can be tracked back to original impulses. 
The guiding thread of its account is the inner life history of the 
individual, with which external influences may interfere, but the 
unity of which is guaranteed by the supposition that psychology 
takes the individual as a unit, as a closed organism. 

The sociologist follows up the causal interlinkage in the opposite 
direction. He will emphasize that although all these individuals 
seem to be self-contained and self-determinate units, nevertheless 
if one concentrates upon the working of institutions like barter, 
mutual help, co-operation, division of labour or upon the main 
functions in the family or political party, the seemiggly self- 
centred individuals tend on the whole te behave as if they were 
giving up theiy autonomy in order to adjust themselves to those 
objective functions, the sum of which makes the institutions. You 
may start with subjective motivations or personal intentions of a 
quite peculiar kind, but as soon as you take over a function in a 
given system of division of labour, or you act as a member of a 
family or a club, you will very probably tend to act according to 
certain traditional patterns or rationally established rules.! 

We haye so far stressed the similarity between psychology and 
sociology (that both deal with psychic aets of individuals); we 
shall now consider their differences. What I have said thus far 


1 Cf. also p. 241, last paragraph of the present paper. 
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could also be put in the following way. Psychology daals with the 
individual as if the ultimate origin of his behaviour fay with him, 
even if he always had to respond to challenges coming from his own 
surroundings. Sociology deals with the attitudes and acts of the 
individual as if his ultimate determinants were those objective 
institutions and functions the demands of which he has to answer. 

Unéor these circumstances our next question must be: what are 
these ‘objective’ institutions which react upon the psychic act of 
the individual so strongly that they even deflect him from his 
original direction? Are these social institutions meta-psychological 
entities, ‘reified’ relations—to use an expression which occurred 
in the debate—or are they too, in the last analysis, subjective and 
psychological in nature? I think they are both, and in the correct 
analysis of the co-existence of these contradictory attributes con- 
sists the solution of the problem. 

First of all, these ‘institutions’ are not superhuman entities. 
They are basically configurations of psychological acts and atti- 
tudes, as much as any other spontaneous human reaction. They 
differ from the latter in so far as they represent the network of 
already established relationships. Any fresh, spontaneously arising 
attitude, the driving force of which is centred in the primary 
impulses of the individual, runs up against the resistance of this 
network and is generally altered or deflected by this force. The 
life of the individual is in many ways nothing but the history of 
compromises and adjustments which the original impulses must 
make in order to fit in with the configuration of already estab- 
lished relationships. 

On the other hand, the configuration of these established rela- 
tionships is not a matter of chance. Although it looks very often as 
if it were the mere product of blind tradition and imitation, the 
elements of this configuration are more or less determined by 
certain objective necessities and functions which this interplay of 
human activities has to fulfil. At the bottom of these we generally 
find some kind of scarzity (i.e. scarcity of goods or time), the 
mastery of which compels society to limit the possibility of random 
or purely self-centred action.;The collective mastery of this 
scarcity creates the various forms of struggle, co-operation, divi- 
sion of labour and organization. These in turn create the possibili- 
ties of an equal or unequal distribution of power, the interplay of 
which reacts at any moment upon the original direction of our 
primary impulses. 

The unceasing interplay between our primary impulses which 
seek for satisfaction and their repudiation or remoulding by the 
counter-action of the already established relationships makes the 
theme of the history of mankind. If in the observation of this inter- 
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play one is ggere interested in the subjective origin of these psychic 
driving forces*and in their concatenation in the life-history of the 
individual, one becomes a psychologist. If one is more interested 
in the power of these ‘established relationships’, and primarily 
wishes to know how they react upon the newborn individual from 
the very first day of his socialization; and if one follows up the 
existing configuration of these institutionalized activities siewed 
from their objective function in a given society, one becomes a 
sociologist. 

Hereby the strange thing happens that any human attitude or 
activity can be considered from both angles, and accordingly 
reveals its double meaning. One can observe and define any 
human action: 


(a) in terms of the psychological, purely subjective intentions 
or motivations which are implied in it, or 

(b) one can define its meaning in terms of the social functions it 
consciously or unconsciously fulfils. 


Any human activity can be observed as if it were the gratifica- 
tion of a subjective drive (psychology), or as if its raison d’étre 
were only to fulfil certain functions with which it is presented 
by an already existing network of established relationships 
(sociology). 

Take, for instance, my case. As psychologists you may concen- 
trate on the subjective motives which have induced me to waste 
so much of your time. You may find various interpretations of 
this; let us take the most unfavourable of them, the subjective 
urge to self-display. If you approach the matter as a sociologist, 
you will at once realize that the above-mentioned subjective urge 
very soon clashes with certain objective established relationships, 
which unmercifully react on the purely subjective motivation. 
The already established relationships provide me with a definite 
role and function: I am here not only as an individual, put as a 
speaker with certain functions to fulfil and certain limitations on 
his activities. ‘Fhe same established relationships provide us also 
with a chairman, whose function ét is to set a limit to the above- 
mentioned subjective rge. If as sociologists we inquire into the 
reason why the chairman is very soon going to bring into play the 
established rules concerning the length of contributions, we shall 
not find the answer in his personal motivation. It will be in the 
objective necessities (such as scarcity of time) which are simply re- 
flected in the function he has to fulfil. This gives a better explanation 
of his interrupting behaviour than a subjective psychological 
analysis. Thus, although the two approaches supplement each 
other, there is a series of interesting problems implied in the 

E.3.—16 
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continuous transmutation of subjective motivations into objective 
functionally determined behaviour. A ~ 
But once having realized so clearly the objective necessities — 
which will very soon induce our chairman to bring my remarks to — 
a close, I think I had better refrain from expounding further this 
intricate subject. $ A y 
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On War-conditioned Changes in our Psychic Economy 


work out those methods of investigation on the basis of which 

psychologists and sociologists could work together. Hence, 
everything I am going to say refers in the last analysis to the 
methodological problem, 

I am in agreement with most of what Dr. Glover has said— 
not only with his general conception of science, but also with his 
postulate that a new line of inquiry can be successful only if it is 
undertaken with a theoretical schema in mind which draws clear 
lines of demarcation both between the problems to be solved and 
between the fields of research assigned to the different groups of 
workers engaged in the study. A mere accumulation of facts cannot 
produce results. I also admit that we should do well to begin with 
the study of pathological cases, but I hasten to add this qualifica- 
tion: provided that one does not forget to devote equal attention 
to so-called normal behaviour. Further, I also agree that we should 
not start with such comprehensive concepts as ‘society in general’, 
or ‘war in general’, Such large units do not lend themselves well to 
empirical study, partly because war, for example, has a different 
effect upon different groups, and partly because ‘society in 
general’ cannot be observed directly. Hence, it may be desirable to 
find smaller groups in which exact observatién of the effects pro- 
duced by war is possible, although, as will be made cleas in the 
course of my argument, I am of the opinien that concrete groups 
are not the only units which can be subjected to observation. 
This enumeration 8f the points onfwhich I agree with Dr. Glover 
would not be completé, should I fail to point out how much I 
appreciate his attempt to establish correlations between cértain 
social institutions and certain psychic factors, e.g. in that he con- 
siders the Church and the Ethical Societies as organizations 
destined to guide the super-ego, while according to him social 
welfare agencies are primarily concerned with ego functions.’ 
Such correlations, however, are valid only if'they-are not meant to 
state an analogy according to which society is to be considered as 

1 From Internationale Zeitschrift fiir Psychoanalyse und Imago, vol. 25, NO. 314, 1940. 
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ychic organism writ large, equipped with functiéa3 very much 
ee those of the individual psyche. : 
Certain discrepancies between our positions begin to emerge 
only at the point where Dr. Glover makes it plain that he considers 
concrete groups, and these alone, as the truly representative 
social units, those which alone lend themselves to sociological 
investigation. 9 

Two kinds of reasons, it seems to me, are responsible for this 
difference of approach. One has to do exclusively with the techni- 
cal aspect of research, while the other is traceable to different 
methodological principles. > 

As regards the technical difficulties, it is not quite easy to explore 
the life of a group, such as a church or sect, unless one is satisfied 
with data about purely external behaviour, e.g. fluctuations in the 
number of churchgoers, Placed in a significant context, even 
data of this kind may represent a valuable addition to our know- 
ledge, but they are assuredly not the kind of data we are interested 
in when we want to transcend the limits of a purely behaviouristic 
approach, Another drawback inherent in limiting our attention 
to concrete groups alone is that in this way we can never find out 
what we would like to know when our main problem is to ascertain 
how people react to events of national importance like the war. 
It is obviously in order to take small groups like cliques as our 
units of observation when the topic of our research is clique 
behaviour. And if we are examining behaviour within the family, 
there can be no objection to taking families as our experimental 
objects, since interaction within the family is the real source of 
the modes of behaviour we want to explore. But in the present 
case, we should like to learn things of an entirely different nature; 
we should like to find out something about the typical effects of 
social factors which exert their influence from a distant centre 
rather than at close proximity. Distortions would result ifin such a 
case we'were to limit our observation to small units. If we do this, 
we shall be tempted tu look for causes in the immediate family 
environment rather than in society as such. In investigating the 
psychic effects of war, however, we have to isolate effects related 
to, and radiating from, a distant centré. Observation of war- 
conditioned responses among his patients, then, will give the 
psychoanalyst an opportunity to supplement his knowledge about 
the nature of the family with data revealing the psychic impact of 
the wider social environment. I am far from belittling the signi- 
ficance of the family situation and of early childhood experiences, 
but these represent only one, albeit decisive, chapter in the life of 
man. 
If sociologically interested psychoanalysts still think exclusively 
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in terms ofesfnall groups or concrete groups of whatever kind, the 
reason seems to me to be that their working concept of sociology 
is a perhaps deliberately simplified one. Adopting such an arti- 
ficially simplified schema, one will consider sociological reality as 
consisting of small or large groups, or to be more concrete, one 
will analyse society into vocational groups and social classes—but 
the really decisive differentiations and variations in the pieture of 
society will be overlooked. 

Let us reverse our positions: what would psychoanalysts say if a 
sociologist attempted to treat all psychological problems in terms 
of three basic concepts alone, that is, thinking, feeling, and will, 
completely disregarding such fundamental categories as conscious- 
ness, the unconscious, the ego, id, and super-ego, as well as the 
effects of the various ego mechanisms? It is obvious that such a 
scanty theoretical equipment would hardly enable our sociologist 
to distinguish the various psychic processes, let alone to give an 
adequate explanation of the effects they produce. 

I am particularly anxious to ward off any misunderstanding at 
this point. Nothing is further from my intention than to criticize 
the psychologist for using too limited a conceptual apparatus when 
dealing with society as a whole. It is not his task to go into the 
details of the social processes. As a result of an unsound division of 
labour, however, it has come to pass that each psychologist now 
has a private sociology of his own and perhaps each sociologist 
also has put together a similarly truncated psychology for his 
private use. Any attempt to work together must therefore begin 
with a mutual airing of differences like the present one, as they 
affect the problem at hand. In the spirit of such a mutual searching 
of our consciences, I bid fair to assert that to select concrete groups. 
exclusively for purposes of observation would be tantamount to 
neglecting many other social factors which are equally involved. 
Coming from the consultation room, one wil be easily led to look 
at things somewhat in this way: On the one hand, we have the 
individual with his exceedingly complex mechanisms; on the 
other, we havé smaller or larger groups, that is, individuals multi- 
plied ten-, a hundfed- or a thousandfold, There are only two roads 
open to those who thifik in this fashion. For one thing, one could 
consider these hypothetical units, the groups, as mythical entities, 
and so develop constructs like that of the ‘collective psyche’—and 
if one is a psychoanalyst, this ‘collective psyche’ will become more 
and more similar to the individual psyche. It will possess an ego 
and a super-ego, contain aggressive drives, and so forth. This was 
the error committed by those psychoanatysts «who proposed to 
engage in a ‘psychoanalysis of society’. The other possibility ‘con- 
sists in avoiding such mystical analogies and defining the ‘collective e 


246 SOCIOLOGICAL PSYCHOLOGY» i f 
psyche’ simply as the individual multiplied a millidastimes. One 
will then conclude that certain responses observed in individuals 
may represent more or less frequent cases, and this will eventually 
lead to the assumption of statistically ‘average’ modes of response; 
these, to be sure, may be quite revealing in themsélves but they 
are still totally incapable of telling us anything about the more 
complex processes which are the real causes underlying: social 
change. Just as statistical correlations are of little help to the 
psychologist when he tries to reconstruct the dynamic structure of 
his patient’s biography, a mere summation of individual cases 
will not satisfy the sociologist when he is chiefly interested in 
reconstructing the dynamic process underlying a series of events 
like the present war. 

When, as in our case, the task consists in collecting observations 
relevant to a psychological and social history of the war, what one 
has to observe is not the rigid and limited group units as such, or 
the life of individuals in its relation to these groups, but rather the 
changing behaviour of individuals in correlation with the com- 
prehensive mechanisms operating in the society. 

If I had to choose units permitting the most direct observation 
of the dynamic nature of war in terms of the successive stages in 
which it unfolds and of its various effects upon the mind, I would 
start in the first place with intra-group conflicts as my subjects of 
investigation. Just as in the case of the individual an analysis of his 
intra-psychic conflicts contributes more to our understanding than 
isolated descriptive data (such as age, occupation, likes and dis- 
likes) would, a successful investigation of the social dynamism will 
be easier if one starts with typical intra-group conflicts. Following 
through the way in which all relevant factors are affected by such 
conflict situations will tell us more about the interplay of social 
forces than a mere survey of abstract units—such as groups or 
institutions—would. 

The real history of the war seems to me to be best reflected in a 
series of intra-group conflicts, each of which gives a most pregnant 
illustration of what group integration is and how it adds some- 
thing new to the process taking place in the thdividual psyches 
separately. " 

Intra-group conflicts are responsible for the fact that—as Freud 
says—the peacetime ego is transformed into the wartime ego. 
Similarly, conflicts of this kind stimulate the revision of values, the 
reinterpretation of situations, and the initiation of new ways of 
action. New valuations, new ideologies, new ways of action do not 
originate exclusively iti the depths of the isolated psyche (as one 
mighit assume in the consultation room)—they owe their existence 

j to the integration process based upon reciprocal social action. 
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Hence, if vey to find an answer to the puzzling question, “How 
does it come about that while each individual has his own systém 
of values, thë resulting social value system is so utterly different 
from these individual value systems?’, we have to observe most 
carefully the nature of these reciprocal processes. Now the chief 
concern of the sociologist is precisely the study of reciprocal pro- 
cesses of this kind. He becomes interested in them because he 
cannot conceive of institutionalized public norms either as pro- 
ducts of a mysterious collective psyche or as simply the sum or the 
average of typical individual experiences. What happens in these 
reciprocal processe$ is more than a summation of individual 
experiences: a gradual transformation is brought about by certain 
social mechanisms which the trained sociological observer can eluci- 
date, just as the trained psychoanalyst can elucidate the effect of 
the various ego mechanisms. 

The time has now come to give a concrete example. Were I to 
choose among the many problems raised by war that of the 
genesis of the wartime ego, I would obviously start by asking the 
psychoanalysts about their conclusions from the various cases of 
war neuroses and psychoses observed by them; in addition to this, 
however, I would also, as suggested by Dr. Glover, observe how 
such large ‘groups’ as the Church and the Ethical Societies go _ 
about influencing the super-ego. And I would supplement all this 
by directing the attention of observers to those areas in the social 
structure in which the spontaneous exchange of individual experi- 
ences takes place, and I would point out that radical re-evalua- 
tions are taking place in such areas. At this moment, for instance, 
there seem to me to be two groups in which the transformation of 
the peacetime ego is particularly conspicuous—the pacifists on the 
one hand, the Communists on the other. Intra-group conflict 
must necessarily arise in these groups, because their ideals have 
received a very rude shock; they must seek a flew adjustment to the 
situation. For the pacifist, the very existence of war gand the 
ineffectiveness of passive resistance) in itself represents a challenge. 
The Communist, on the other hand, must find a way to overcome 
the shock caused *by Stalin’s support for the National Socialists. 
When I speak of a ew adjustment, what I have in mind is 
obviously not that these groups now must make compromises and 
give up their old ideals, but merely that they must find anew © 
answer that would fit the changed situation. In cases like these, in 
which war events cause intra-group conflicts, it would be possible 
to gather more exact observations about the nature of reciprocal 
processes and the mechanisms throught which collective re- 
evaluations result from individual ones. ae 

In this context, intra-group conflicts represent for the sociologist “e 
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not simply ‘quarrels’ but a confrontation and competition among 
individual attempts to work out an emotional, intellectual and 
practical adjustment to a new situation. The first social mechanism 
which comes into play seems, then, to be competition as a method 
of finding those solutions which have the greatest survival value. 
We may consider these discussions and conflicts, in this sense, as a 
confrontation of the various opinions, attitudes and emvtional 
responses, reflecting the varying personal experiences and charac- 
ter of the various individuals which these individuals, as it were, 
‘offer on the market’. In this as well as in every other case, 
sociological field investigation must above all iry to ascertain how 
the many individual attempts to attain a new adjustment lead to 
new valuations, to a shift in our libido economy, to the discovery 
of new modes of self-realization; how the new form is being 
adopted, how it spreads, how it is being constantly modified in a 
process of further unconscious transformation, and how still later 
it becomes codified and institutionalized. The function of leader- 
ship can best be studied precisely at the centre of these struggles 
and conflicts. No genuine leadership can arise where customary 
and stereotyped solutions are the prevailing ones. Where this is the 
case, all action is controlled by the traditional authority of elected 
_ Officials. Only in the presence of sudden change, necessitating 
entirely new responses, shall we see that new human type come to 
the fore which by virtue of its personality make-up will be able to 
create the new attitude destined to dominate the hour. (Behind 
Mr. Chamberlain’s business-minded handling of affairs, we per- 
ceive the greater aggressiveness of Mr. Churchill, whose technique 
of the frontal attack is gaining more and more recognition.) The 
psychoanalyst may perhaps enlighten us in this context as to why 
certain pathological types are better able to find the new form of 
adjustment. Is this perhaps the case because the newly arising 
‘wartime society’ is a ‘sick’ one in which ‘sick’ types are better 
adjusted»-or is the pathological type, precisely because it never 
knew how to follow the*normal path, in a better position to hit 
upon new and adequate solutions where the normal, tradition- 
bound type is bound to fail? This is precisely the point where an 
organic connection between the study of pathological types and 
that of the so-called normal ones can be established. Social pro- 
cesses of this kind and some others that are easy to distinguish, as 
well as the existence of groups.one might describe as value-creating 
ones (intellectuals, journalists, priests, etc.), are responsible for 
changes such as the emergence of a wartime ego with its new 
norms, When the new evaluation is recognized as a public norm, 
this 1s not the result of a simple addition process, but an effect of 
» social mechanisms which should be investigated just as carefully 
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as are thé égo mechanisms. And it is at this stage of the creation 
of.dominant public norms that we observe a fresh struggle between 
.the institutionalized norm and the living experience of the in- 
dividual. Immediate experience will often refuse to recognize the 
norms as its own offspring that is still basically unchanged after 
having passed through the social medium. 

To sum up: How does all this affect our mefnods of 
investigation? 

Any research proposal is obviously subject to the limitations of 
the facilities available. But I shall completely disregard the limita- 
tions that will be probably placed upon our new departure (sup- 
posing that we can make a start at all). I shall talk as if we had 
unlimited facilities at our disposal. On the other hand, my sug- 
gestions will be very incomplete, because time does not permit us to 
mention all that should be included in a comprehensive research 
plan. At any rate, in going about the task of working out our 
investigation methods, we should not forget the following three or 
four principles: 

(a) In our case, the principal task consists in relating the know- 
ledge of psychic processes gained through depth psychology to 
major changes taking place in the outside world. Our final goal 
is to ascertain the mutual relationships between individual 
mechanisms and the social mechanisms impinging upon them. 

(b) If we propose to create a model for dynamic research, we 
cannot be satisfied with the methods of purely descriptive field 
work or with observations made under artificially created condi- 
tions. We must seek to penetrate the dynamism active in group 
life. 

(c) In addition to this, our new task involves the ascertainment 
of influences radiating from distant foci of society rather than from 
the family, the neighbourhood or the community. 

(d) We must at all times confront and Compare pathological 
forms of adjustment with normal ones, and study the function 
exercised by the former ones at the various stages of the social 
process. ‘ 

Now a few contrete suggestion for the organization of research: 

1. As regards the analysis of pathological cases, I should like to 
add a new suggestion to those made by Dr. Glover. It would not be 
difficult at all, it seems to me, to collect and co-ordinate all 
observations gained in private and clinical psychiatric practice 
concerning typical responses to the war, beginning with war 
fantasies and going all the way to war neuroses, etc. 

2. Still remaining within the field of psychology proper opera- 
ting with the technique of depth psychology, and still focusing 
upon individual cases rather than upon group phenomena, I © 
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shoyld like to call your attention to the method devéloped b 
Harold D. Lasswell in his book Psychopathology and Politics, »a 
method he calls that of the ‘prolonged interview’. This is some- 
thing intermediary between full-fledged psychoanalysis and simple 
anamnesis. Its reliability, of course, is not to be compared with 
that of a long analysis, but it is less superficial than the usual type 
of interviewing done by journalists or anthropologists working in 
the field. It is a kind of short analysis, taking perhaps a few weeks, 
which enables an experienced analyst to reconstruct the inner life 
history of an individual primarily as to its principal stages, the 
fundamental system of his ideology and his values, and his reac- 
tions to the actual conflicts he has experienced in his life. Of 
course, only individuals who in their turn are deeply interested in 
psychology will volunteer for such interviews; but where this is 
the case, it is of the greatest importance that we gain some insight 
into the psychic state both of individuals we know to be representa- 
tive personalities and of people who in their public behaviour at 
least seem to illustrate the reactions dominant in well-defined 
groups. 

3. Also still within psychology proper, I would consider it very 
valuable to induce certain individuals to keep a war diary which 
on the one hand would give answers to specific questions relevant 
to some other lines of investigation, and on the other would con- 
tain notes recording free associations at the discretion of the diarist. 

4. Passing now to techniques of research permitting a good 
organization of sociological material, I certainly would not discard 
group observations of the kind suggested by Dr. Glover. My 
position is rather that I would not restrict myself to them alone. 
In this respect, the happiest arrangement for psychiatrists or 
psychologists working with clinical material would be one enabling 
them to observe people connected with one and the same organiza- 
tion, such as e.g. the employees of one department store, or pupils 
of one schol, or soldiers in one army unit. In such cases, one would 
obviously have to combine all methods, such as statistics, the 
questionnaire method, and various types of personality research. 

5. I shall now come to the subject I have been discussing in 
some greater detail in the present lecture, that is, intra-group 
conflicts as units of investigation, and the most persistent following 
up of all the psychic and social factors which are active in these 
conflicts. I have mentioned the conflicts which the present situa- 
tion touched off among pacifists and Communists; but I could 

just as well have pointed to the typical conflicts which arose in 
connection with e¥acuation problems. Every conflict of this kind 
would lay bare the dynamic reciprocal connection among psychic 


” and social factors. 
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6. In sthjying influences radiating from distant foci of society, 
there are a few additional methods at our disposal. The first 
thing to do would be the writing of a war diary on which, if 
possible, a psychologist and a sociologist Would collaborate. The 
main task of the authors would be to record the most important 
collective emotional currents in their growth and their develop- 
ment, in their flowing and ebbing. Posterity will easily reeonstruct 
the more tangible outside events from the various sources, but 
we shall soon forget how long the first shock caused by the declara- 
tion of war lasted, when people returned to their normal occupa- 
tions, when they stopped carrying their gas masks around, when 
intellectuals started discussions about peace aims, federation 
projects and human rights (probably to be interpreted in retro- 
spect as the result of collective escape mechanisms). In any case, 
such a war diary, which would at least give a rough outline of the 
nature and duration of such fluctuations of collective moods, 
would provide an excellent background for the interpretation and 
co-ordination of individual data gathered either in psychiatric 
practice or in field research. 

7. In concluding, I should like to state that it would be ex- 
tremely urgent, not only for scientific purposes but also in order 
to help people effectively, to create a kind of clearing office for 
acute conflicts and difficulties. This clearing office not only would 
have to collect, classify, describe and diagnose the typical diffi- 
culties arising in connection with the adjustment to war condi- 
tions; it would also soon find out that wherever these typical 
difficulties arise, there also are individuals who invent models of a 
correct external and internal adjustment to the changed situation. 
The publication and circulation of such models would be that 
kind of assistance which a modern social security administration 
could provide. We must always keep in mind that in our modern 
large-scale society the individual cannot always be expected to 
find the correct adjustment to sudden changes all by himself. In 
the old, parochial world, even though changes took place very 
slowly, there‘were still some primitive methods in existence by 
which successful forms of psychic adaptation could be communi- 
cated to neighbours. ‘It is only natural that in our modern world 
this has to be organized. I think that if we managed to combine 
our scientific yearning for knowledge for its own sake with a few 
such practical goals, we should findsmuch greater support both in 
the public and in government. 
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The Age of Planning 


HESE leca have been called a sociological analysis. 

This means that the argument is neither that of the politician 

nor of the fieldworker. I shall avoid the purely political 
approach because, the problem being highly topical, such a 
treatment would lead us at the very beginning, instead of to an 
analysis of facts, to a quarrel and perhaps, I am afraid, to a 
regular fight, for which the lecture room is certainly not the proper 
place. Neither do I aim at a purely descriptive analysis of the 
existing totalitarian states as fieldworkers used to do, because 
others who have studied these societies on the spot have done it 
much better than I could do. 

What I am trying to do is something in between the two. 
Based upon the facts available, it is an attempt at a theoretical 
analysis of the social forces underlying the formation of the new 
totalitarian states and of the factors reshaping men living under 
the changed conditions of a new system. 

Now another preliminary remark, and even a personal one, is 
necessary. Although it is not my intention to speak as politician 
nor to propagate valuations, but rather to put into the foreground a 
technique of objective analysis, I do not think that questions con- 
cerning human affairs can wholly avoid being founded on attitudes 
of sympathy or antipathy which somehow influence our thought. 

Even if we consciously avoid any kind of bias or propaganda in 
our analysis the vantage point from which we look at the object 
will be reflected in our presentation, Therefore it is only fair and 
should be made ą rule that in eur age of deep agitation every 
speaker should state kis standpoint right at the beginning so as to 
help his audience to discount his partiality. . 

The vantage point from which I shall present the situation is to « 
a certain extent that of a liberal, but of a liberal whose vested 
interests are not so much to be fouhd in the economic world as 
in his being a member of a certain type of intelligentsia whose only 
capital is his learning and whose fundamental demands on life are 
freedom of thought and free development of personality.  « 
okt = four lectures in this section were delivered at Manchester College, Oxford, , - 
in 1938. : 
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But this wing of the intelligentsia is liberal only so leng as the 
future of culture and development of the personality is in question. 
As to the general transformations in society it is ready to see what 
is really happening in the world and it is not blind to the potential 
good in the movements of our age. A 

The longer we study present-day society the less can we avoid 
seeing that all the basic conditions of the age of liberalisma are 
vanishing, or else transforming themselves into new ones, and 
that we are confronted with completely new configurations. 

To begin with, there is a new kind of military technique which 
allows of a much greater concentration of power in the hands of 
the few than did the technique of any previous period. Whereas 
the armies of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries were 

equipped with rifles and guns, modern armies use bombs, aero- 
planes, gas, and mechanized army units. A man with a rifle at his 
disposal can only threaten a few people, but a man with bombs can 
threaten a thousand. This means that in our age the change in 
military technique for its part contributes a great deal to the 
chances of minority rule. 

The same concentration has occurred in the field of government 
and administration. Telephone, telegraph, wireless, railways, 
motor-cars and, last but not least, the scientific management of 
any large-scale organization all facilitate centralized government 
and control. Just as we get a new understanding of the nature of 
feudalism if, instead of deducing it from ‘the spirit of the age’, we 
start rather from the fact that its decentralization was largely the 
consequence of the poor means of communication in large land 
areas; so the modern forms of political centralization depend to a 
very great extent on the growth and development of the means of 
communication and administration. 

Similar concentration can also be observed in the means of 
forming public opinioa. The mechanized mass production of ideas 
through press and wireless works in this direction. Add to this the 
possibility of controlling schools and the whole range of education 
from a single centre, and you will realize that the iecent change 
from democratic government to totalitarian sys:ems is due, here 
too, not so much to the changing ideas of inan as to changes in 
social technique. And by social technique I understand all those 
means of influencing fundamental attitudes and opinion already 
mentioned. 

The immediate consequence of this concentration in social 
technique is that where formerly occasional and private in- 
fluence prevailed, now, gradually, public guidance has increas- 
ingly become the rule. Whereas formerly adjustment to immediate 
and narrow surroundings determined the character of man, now 
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gradually, the forces of the total structure of society condition the 
moulding of'his essential features. e 

But the growth of new techniques in various fields is only one 
aspect of the factors making for the possibility of minority rule. 
The co-ordination (Gleichschaltung) of these techniques makes 
minority power much more formidable than the control of any 
single one of them. 2 

f we consider, for example, education and the way in which a 
child may be conditioned in the same direction by the créche, 
the kindergarten, the elementary school, the secondary school, 
and then by the ugiversity, by trade-school and adult education, 
we shall estimate the power of this co-ordinated training. But add 
to this interference or even complete management of leisure 
through sport, gymnastics and drill, the control of, and propa- 
ganda through literature, the cinema and the theatre, not to 
mention the press, daily and periodical—popular and scientific— 
and you will realize how the printed word and man’s very recrea- 
tions fall under the same control. 

Even if people escape from these and meet their friends in small 
private gatherings, in pubs, restaurants or elsewhere, or if they 
succeed in forming sects and cliques, they have still to avoid the 
highly developed system of espionage and the intelligence service 
which watches not only overt behaviour, but seeks to ferret out the 
inmost unexpressed opinions as well. 

On top of this there is also the possibility that the whole 
mechanism whereby people rise and fall in the social scale is con- 
trolled. Where formerly free competition, democratic selection 
or personal preference determined the social fate or the career of 
individuals, now there is the possibility that a central apparatus 
will design the place of everybody and decide the function and 
destiny of the individual. 

The totalitarian state, where it exists, makes full use of this 
technique and apparatus to further co-ordination. And, unfortu- 
nately, to such a state co-ordination means a rigid conformity. 

Conformity is desired, firstly, because it is simpler to govern 
people who are édentically conditioned, and secondly, because 
those at the top are very often narrow-minded and primitive in 
their outlook, being frequently the products of the petty bour- 
geoisie, and primitivism is characterized by its intolerant treatment « 
of deviations. Xenophobia, or hatred of the foreigner simply 
because he is different, is one of thé oldest traits of social groups 
bounded by narrow surroundings, as are the peasants and the 
petty bourgeoisie. are 

But even if the leaders come from the ranks of the intellectuals, 
they reject the ideas of personality and individuality very often e 
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for merely dogmatic reasons, arguing that they belongjtg the age of 
liberalism which definitely belongs to the past. j 

In the description of the concentration of social technique I 
consciously referred to structural changes. This means: if the main 
reason of what happened in Germany, Italy, Russia and the other 
totalitarian countries is to be sought in the changed nature of 
social technique, it is only a question of time and opportunity 
for some group in the hitherto democratic countries to make use 
ofit. In this connection, any catastrophe such as war, rapid depres- 
sion, great inflation, growing unemployment, which requires 
extraordinary measures (that is, the concentration of the maxi- 
mum power in the hands of some government), is bound to precipi- 
tate the process. This means that even before the outbreak of war 
the permanent tension brought about by the existing totalitarian 
states enforced in the democratic countries, very often, measures 
similar to those which in the totalitarian states came into force 
through revolution. It goes without saying that during a war in 
which the co-ordination of food industries and other supplies, and 
conscription, become necessary, the tendencies towards concen- 
tration will only increase. 

But besides war and external pressure there is an inner reason 
which works in favour of planning: this is that in a mass society one 
cannot let things grow and find the right solution by continuous 
bargaining and occasional adjustment. As long as tasks have only 
to be solved on a small scale in a parochial world, slow experi- 
mentation is the right way of finding the solution. Where big 
institutions are to be adjusted to each other, some centralized 
prevision has to watch their operation or else their clash becomes 
catastrophic. 

Against these factors which press upon the framework of demo- 
cracies and Jaisser-faire from without and from within, there are 
naturally counteracting forces at work which we hope will be 
strong enough to prevent us from making the same mistakes which 
at present seem to be inseparably connected with the existing 
experiments. ‘ 

In this connection I have in nsind the longer tradition of demo- 
cracy and liberalism in England and the Urated States of America; 
the greater difficulty of one party’s becoming exclusive; the 
greater prosperity which usually dulls the edge of prevailing 
dogmatisms. Although they will not prevent the coming of an age 
of regulation, these factors together may contribute very much 
towards making the transformation slower and thus preparing the 
ground for a morg¢ considerate conception of planning. 

Whether we like it or not, planning—though, I hope, not 
dictatorship—will come to the democratic countries of Europe and 
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America; sheyefore I consider it the great and urgent task of social 
science to classify the problems of planning and to think of means 
of guiding this process towards its optimum. The Church, for 
instance, preaches that it is wrong to kill; the State, that to do so 
may sometimes bea man’s highest duty. The family teaches the 
idea of brotherly love, whereas society presents the same individual 
with situations to which egotism, if not hatred, is the only ade- 
quate response. Indeed, it is not wholly wrong to speak of our 
times as a ‘neurotic age’, neurosis being its characteristic illness, 
provoked by a series of institutionalized conflicts. 

What we usually call free society and freedom reveals itself to 
the sociologist, therefore, essentially as a lack of co-ordination in 
its institutions, In this society the chief force which builds per- 
sonality seems to be the necessity of continually making a choice 
between the different and contradictory tendencies presented by 
the uncoordinated institutions. In reality, freedom in unplanned 
societies is the possibility of escape; it is not a positive freedom 
but merely a negative one. Even so, itis still better than the society 
of dictators which is based upon complete coercion. 

In contrast to this obvious practice of liberal society most of its 
theorists do not refrain from calling any kind of regulation and 
interference evil. They overlook the fact that the necessary 
social compulsion is effected by other powers, and they are 
spared sight of the catastrophe to which the complete abandon- 
ment of regulation, which they advocate, would necessarily 
lead. 

The origin of this misinterpretation, which makes planning 
equivalent to occasional interference, is to be sought in an age in 
which an equilibrium of small self-adjusting units rightly seemed 
to be a healthy way of building up society. Indeed, in the first 
stages of liberal capitalism the competition between these small 
and therefore elastic units solved the probl¢m of mutual adjust- 
ment most satisfactorily. Any occasional state interference in 
favour of some vested interest could only disturb this form of 
mutual adjustment. In the social sphere the best education for 
such pioneering types seemed to be the experience of life, which in 
sociological terms is nòthing but acquiring the right behaviour in 
such a self-adjusting world. ae Hho. 

2 But as soon as small elastic units give place to big economic 
corporations, isolated individuals tọ big associations such as the 
trade unions, and as soon as self-help is replaced by huge organiza- 
tions like the social services (all too rigid to readjust themselves 
spontaneously) the alternative question is'no longer: ‘planning or 
laisser-faire?, but interference either with or without co-ordina- 
tion or on the basis of a well-conceived plan. Thus the problem © 
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gradually comes to be: What is our exact conception of co- 
ordination? 

Here another misinterpretation obscures the true meaning of 
planning. It is the bureaucratic and militaristic spirit of the 
totalitarian states which in practice unwittingly interprets co- 
ordination as being equal to conformity. 

Theré is a simple reason why, in the long run, society on æ large 
scale cannot survive if it fosters only conformity. It was Durkheim 
who first pointed out the social division of labour: that only very 
simple societies like those of the primitives can work on the basis 
of homogeneity and conformity. But the more complex the social 
division of labour becomes, the more it requires the differentiation 
of types. The integration and unity of a great society is not 
achieved through uniform behaviour but by way of the mutual 
complementing of functions. 

In a highly industrialized society the various social groups 
depend on each other in many ways: the farmer, for instance, 
needs the industrial worker as a consumer and as a producer; the 
workman needs the management, and vice versa; whereas the 
management needs the assistance of the scientist and of the 
educationalist. 

What is the meaning of this sociological concept of planning 
and co-ordination? Today I have to confine myself to its general 
characteristics, leaving it to the more empirical investigations of 
the next lectures to present details. 

First, co-ordination need not necessarily mean “‘goose-step’ co- 
ordination. It is perfectly possible to co-ordinate for variety. 

Second, co-ordination does not mean creating new facts by 
bureaucratic command, but the use of the indispensable spon- 
tancous forces of society in fostering certain desirable aims. It 
means the harmonizing of all the spontaneous and vital forces of 
society by anticipating the ways in which they are likely to work 
and the continuous correlation of the necessary adjustments. 

But there is a difference between whether I wish to replace the 
spontaneous forces by command, or whether I caréfully arrange 
social stimuli so that they counterbalance-each dther. 

Third, this concept of co-ordination does not involve the suppres- 
sion of individuality but, rather, entails differentiation, providing 
the space where it may grow and the social stimuli which regularly 
foster it. 

_ As soon as we present the task in this way, at once further ques- 
tions arise: 

1. Js it at all possible to influence and to foster the personality 
by social means? Is personality not something one has or one has 
not? 2. If it is possible, do we know anything about the social 
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forces andgsijuations which favour differentiation and the growth 
of a well-marked self-centred personality? ° 

As to the second, it will be the task of my lectures to prove by 
empirical instances that society in the course of its history worked 
with social forces and stimuli which fostered individualization, 
and as soon as some of these were suppressed the corresponding 
human type disappeared. 

In this connection, too, we shall find a difference Between 
planned and non-planned societies, in that formerly it was a mat- 
ter of chance whether or not the social forces which fostered indivi- 
dualization were sat free; and if some manipulation of these forces 
occasionally occurred, the stimulation was rather of a private 
nature and purely occasional. 

In contrast to this, in the planned societies to come it gradually 
becomes necessary to acquire a detailed knowledge of the working 
of the forces making for individualization and to rearrange these 
social stimuli in such a way that they serve not only particular 
local needs but the central aims of a planned community. 

Today I shall not begin by expounding the knowledge already 
collected by sociology concerning the social forces making for 
individualization. Such an exposition would be of no use at all so 
long as we continue to conceive of personality in terms of the 
liberal tradition. 

This means that before any further discussion we must become 
aware of the fact that most of our ideas concerning the nature and 
function of personality start from assumptions which are not so 
much the result of a critical examination as the expression of un- 
conscious wishes and ideals. 

To go even further, it is one of the most interesting insights we 
have gained during the last decades that each age seems to build 
upon a set of concepts which to a certain extent are limited to that 
particular age because they comply with its unconscious strivings. 
Thus some of the basic ideals of our generation still seem to be 
linked with the philosophy of liberalism, and they become the 
more questioned the more we advance into an era of what might 
be termed New Gollectivism. € 

Whereas the liberai age tended to over-emphasize the role of 
tht individual in society, it seems to be the task of the new age to 
work out more thoroughly the social aspects of the same problems. 

But it is also one of the intricacies of the historical process that 
the fundamental facts of a new age will be discerned only by those 
who are willing to learn from them and who are gradually dis- 
posing of those hypotheses of the declining ag¢ which act as pre- 
judices and hamper the new approach to the facts in question. 

As this first lecture unavoidably has to be devoted to clearing e 
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the ground, after this analysis of the sociological measiiag of plan- 
nitig let me now turn to the sociological meaning of personality. as 
contrasted with the liberal interpretation. 

As I have said, there is nothing more intricate nor more exciting 
to the student of history than to watch how a new age gradually 
dismisses its old concepts, and how together with the changes in 
the social structure new axioms and hypotheses clear the grownd 
for new types of experience. Psychology seems to be one of the 
disciplines in which the changing nature of the social structure is 
reflected first: a fact which is not altogether surprising if we recall 
to mind that the psychologist is himself also member of society, 
and the psychological attitudes through which he approaches his 
fellow beings are always influenced by the contacts prevailing in 
his society. 

Take the fact, for instance, that the older type of psychology 
was based upon ‘introspective intuition’ or ‘pure description’, 
whereas now measurement of attitudes and the close observation 
of ‘overt behaviour’ prevails. Does not this change correspond to 
the transition from small leading groups and their emphasis on the 
individual as they prevailed in the age of liberalism, to an organ- 
ized mass society? In the former, people know each other very 
well and have time to interest themselves in each other; in the 
latter, the necessity for organizing great masses determines the 
nature of human contacts. The number of administrative and 
business contacts has increased, and the knowledge of average 
overt behaviour and standardized patterns has become of greater 
Importance to society than the qualities and foibles of the mem- 
bers of a limited circle. 

__ This being so, we may expect that further new trends in social 
life will also be reflected in modern psychology. Indeed, in contrast 
to the former liberal concept of the self, modern psychology is 
quite unconsciously working out a new sociological concept of the 
psyche which corresponds to the approach of planned mass- 
society. This does not mean that the new psychology denies the 
existence of personality, but merely that it detects aspects of it that 
had not been noticed before, and finds fresh explanations for its 
genesis, " 

1. The modern concept of the self is in many ways a gradvfal 
emancipation from the Greek idea of entelechy. In terms of the 
latter the soul is an unfolding entity and personality only achieves 
its own shape because it is inherent in it from the very outset. As 
compared with this rigid idea of pre-existence the evolutionary 
concept of the self.(as it prevailed in the approach typical of the 
Age of Enlightenment and liberalism) is a significant step in the 
opposite direction, In the evolutionary idea, although unfolding 
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still rests fọn the inherent growth of personality, environment 
comes more into its own since it acts at least as a releasing 
factor. Certain potentialities cannot be realized without certain 
environmental stimuli. 

2. In this context the theory of predestination and that of innate 
qualities are only variations of the same theme. And the theological 
` idea of predestination was not basically changed, whew a later 
age dominated by the natural sciences turned the original meta- 
physical formulation of preformation into the idea of biological 
inheritance. 

3. To complete this picture of the liberal view its emphasis on 
the great man must be added. It is only another and more heroic 
elaboration of the idea of the self-sufficiency of personality. 

The theory of the great man as the real maker of history will 
mostly arise in societies which open up to the few possibilities 
of rapidly rising in the social scale. Accordingly, these types of 
society will be impressed by the rise of the so-called self-made 
man. Condottieri and great bankers of the Renaissance and the 
business barons of the liberal age always tend to interpret 
their life in heroic terms. In contrast to this, a trade-union leader, 
for instance, who rises in the social scale not as an individual but 
backed by a whole class, even if he reaches a very high position 
will still be conscious of the social forces which made that position. 
Typical statements made by people unconsciously dominated by 
the heroic concept are such as these: 


‘The fit person will make his way under any circumstances.’ 
‘Personality cannot be made; it is innate.’ 


There are very few among us whose reasoning is not still domi- 
nated by the remnants of those thought patterns. 

If we listen to these statements carefully, it becomes obvious 
that this heroic over-emphasis on the powers of the prominent 
man expresses the ideals of an age rather than its critically tested 
experiences. Concepts like that of the hero, the great individual, 
are symbols Which express dee desires, stimuli for the pioneering 
types, and as such they are of thé utmost practical importance, but 
they cannot be taken as sociological knowledge. The further 
dévelopment of the concept of personality consisted, therefore, in 
part in a modification of this over-emphasis on its independence 
and on the idea of complete predetermination. 

A critical examination of attitudes dominant in the liberal age 
shows how the educated man of the passing epoch of liberalism 
had an inclination for introversion and contemplation, which 
made him often blind to environment. The price that type of 
thinker had to pay for the marvellous progress he made in the * 
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art of self-observation, as revealed in idealist philosspiy, was his 
blindness to the details of the environment. 

4. Once the habit of thinking in terms of predetermination was ` 
broken, it was only a consequent step in the same direction when 
in scientific psychology the attempt was made to redefine the 
instincts. Observed facts were revised, skilful experiments were 
arrange@ to prove that the former theory of preformed instincts 
was just part and parcel of the general idea of autonomous evolu- 
tion from within. Much that was formerly considered as innate 
instinctive response was proved to be conditioned reflex (socially 
created habit). As a result, for the modern psychologist there are 
no longer ready-made instincts in man but only innate vague 
instinctual tendencies which receive shape and character by a 
continual conditioning through environment. l 

5. Another root of the doctrine of the self-contained character 
of soul and personality is to be found in the fact that the philosophy 
of the liberal era, as represented by idealism and romanticism, was 
a philosophy of introverted intellectual strata. Particularly if 

Germany, these had been excluded from practical political worlk, 

and had therefore never had a chance to combine self-observatio In 

with practical action and to follow up the ramifications of the inte} - 
action between the mind and its social environment. There are 
innumerable examples showing that when an entire social stratum. 
is debarred from political action, and its dominant attitude be- 
comes an introverted and contemplative one, passed on to the 
younger generation by birth and education, then this state of 
affairs remains unconscious and all influences received from 
the larger environment are either automatically ignored or 
devalued. | 

Hence it is no mere coincidence that the first radical breach 
with this introverted and introspective psychology occurred in 

American philosophy. Pragmatism, as developed by James and | 

later by Dewey, and behaviourism which carried some aspects of 

this philosophy to extremes, represent a rupture with the plato- 
nizing tradition which had to a large extent dominated European 
academic life. It is no mere coincidence that this ‘philosophy of the 
extravert originated in America, the land of the pioneers, where 
experimenting with a new world led to a kind of activism as the 
natural attitude towards life and a closed circle of intellectuals and 
academicians came into being only late and even then in a far 
less exclusive form than it had assumed on the Continent. Simi- 
larly it is no coincidence that a European counterpart of prag- 
matism developed in ‘a non-academic ambiance, that is, in 
Marxism, which then had a certain stimulating effect upon 
` academic thinking. The later evolution leading from Marxism to 
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the sociolotyof knowledge also essentially contributed to questign- 
ing the introverted perspective from which the self appears 
exclusively as an entity wholly detached from social reality. 

Pragmatism and behaviourism are in bad repute in Europe, in 
part because they are always completely misrepresented, but also 
because they are a disturbing challenge directed against deeply 
rooted introverted and contemplative attitudes which hd been 
dominant in the academic philosophy of liberalism. 

Certain aspects of these philosophies (pragmatism and be- 
haviourism) no doubt suffer from exaggeration and extravagance; 
it is, however, an tmproductive kind of criticism which focuses 
exclusively upon the excesses of a movement instead of taking 
over what is fruitful and new in it. In this sense, we consider a 
revision of the usual European judgment about pragmatism and 
behaviourism as an urgent necessity. If we adopt such an attitude 
and stress the positive elements of pragmatism, behaviourism, 
Marxism, and the sociology of knowledge, we may say that the 
achievement of these movements consisted in the fact that they 
were able to prove that the evolution of mental attitudes and even 
of knowledge does not occur in a vacuum but is strictly 
linked up with action. It is action which differentiates thought, 
it is external resistance and hindrance which makes us aware of 
the object and compels us to continual self-adjustment, it 1s 
resistance and conflict which really bring about the growth of 
personality. So step by step another sphere of alleged inner 
determination was replaced by the observation of the relevance 
of external contacts. 

We can trace in detail the influence of this new attitude upon 
the study of the history of political ideas, and also of ideas in 
general. Something like a Copernican revolution took place when 
it was attempted to investigate the functioning and growth of 
Mind in its relatedness to the collective process and collective 
activity. Thus, functional anthropology achieved something new 
in the study of primitive peoples when it carefully traced back to 
their social chntext all those things which previously had been 
treated in abstra¢t fashion, such as myths, customs, and forms of 
thought. This approach was very similar to that of the sociology of 
knowledge which tried to explain thinking on a more advanced 
evolutionary level in terms of the situation and practice of groups, 
classes, strata and so on. Here, toog the decisive novelty consists 
in the fact that ideas are no longer considered as mystical, trans- 
cendent entities which transform men and societies in and by 
themselves, but rather as parts of a continuous process of social 
adjustment to new conditions. Group adjustment in addition 
to individual adjustment provides the main key to the proper 
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understanding of institutions, myths, attitudes and iets. It is by 
grasping their ceaselessly changing function that we understand 
their history and penetrate more deeply into their meaning. With- 
out insight into their function, ideas could be worshipped in 
religious rapture, or projected, as in Platonism, on to an imaginary 
plane of eternity, or visualized, as in neo-Platonism, in aesthetic 
contemplation. But they can come alive only if they ateex- 
perienced and understood as ways and means serving the readjust- 
ment of the individual personality or of the group. 

This: grasp of the vital function is most difficult to achieve 
with thinking as our topic. We tend to identify ourselves too much 
with the contemporary stage of thinking to be able to admit that 
thinking with its conceptual apparatus is itself an organ, an instru- 
ment, that constantly remakes itself in order to fulfil the con- 
stantly changing task of adjustment to reality. We cannot reject 
this idea of the instrumentality of thought if we reflect upon its 
roots in biology and history: only those can oppose it who are 
unwilling to look at thinking ‘from without’, in its genesis and 
function within the environment, and confine themselves to a 


straight, direct, contemplative and non-functional reception of 
intellectual products. 


. SECOND LECTURE e 


The Structure of Personality in the Light of Modern 
Psychology fi 


UR main problem in these lectures is to find out whether 

the recent drift of society towards planning will necessarily 

do harm to the development of personality. At first sight 
the growth of techniques of influencing human behaviour seems 
to increase the pressure put upon the individual. On the other 
hand, it is possible that a skilful use of more subtle techniques 
would give scope for more finesse in the art of social control; and 
provided that the groups using these techniques wished to con- 
serve the individuality of their subjects, there would probably 
also be less danger to the formation of individual personalities. A 
primitive chieftain whose only method of control is a whip is 
more likely to damage the personality of his subjects than, for 
instance, a democratic society which works out a set of social 
rewards as incentives to the working man to produce spontancous 
co-operation on his part. 2 

This example reminds us that even past societies continuously 
exercised social control over their members, even though in- 
directly and unconsciously, and that the problem of the power of 
social influence upon personality formation is not really new, but 
has to be investigated anew in the present situation. The difference 
today is perhaps only that we shall gradually be able to speak 
about these influences not only in general terms but to spesify them 
according to our growing knowledge of psychology and sociology, 
and that we sħall assess the harm,or profit that accrues from them 
by empirical metħods, Whereas shall devote my next lecture to 
problems of modern sociology which will enable us to see more 
clearly what impact the different social situations and processes 
may have upon the individual, this lecture will be devoted to the 
presentation of some of the results of the investigations of modern 
psychology concerning the nature of mind, especially with respect 
to its accessibility to environmental influences. 

Thus, we shall first deal with the varfous ‘kinds of channels 
through which environmental influences have to pass if they are 
to penetrate into the mind, and only then shall we try to describe * 
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more exactly the different environmental»circumstagces in terms 
of the specific traits they tend to create in our conscious and un- 
conscious life. e 

If we succeed along these lines, we shall be able to speak not 
only in general terms of ‘an influence of environment as such 
“upon” the mind as such’, but we shall be able to point to environ- 
mental ‘influences which penetrate in a definite way into definite 
spheres of our mental life. The main aim of this lecture is, there- 
fore, to break us of the habit of speaking about the Mind in 
General, and to show that we can in fact distinguish different 
levels within the mind. Further, we shall try tu show that on each 
of these different levels different kinds of environmental influences 
are at work. Of course, we shall not conceive of these levels as 
water-tight compartments—there is a continuous interaction 
between them; but in spite of that, this classification will help us 
to give a fairly adequate description of the processes in play, and to 
follow up the different environmental influences at work on cach 
level. In my analysis I shall rely for the most part on psycho- 
analytical terminology. I do so for three reasons: firstly, because it 
is impossible to give all the different theories in a single lecture; 
secondly, because it can be shown that, as to these three levels 
which we shall distinguish, there is in fact far-reaching agreement 
among psychologists; and thirdly, because I think the psycho- 
analysts have gone farthest among psychologists in developing a 
detailed analysis of the processes at work in the mind.1 

Let us then distinguish the following three levels of the mind: 

1. There is first the lowest level where the drives and impulses 
originate. These drives and impulses are the dynamic elements in 
the mind, and are the ultimate initiators of all mental change and 
activity. The sum of these drives and impulses form what the 
psychoanalyst would call the id and which seems to me to be a 
part only of a broader realm which could be called the ‘purely 
vital sphere’ in man. 

As we shall see later, we include in that vital Sphere also: 

(a) the unlearned reflex reactions of the body; 

(b) the involuntary reactions to pleasurable dad unpleasurable 
stimuli—which may be called visceral or physiological behaviour; and 
even those r 

(c) automatic reactions, which were once learned, but the memory of 
whose learning has lapsed. + 
In the id are the drives in their most crude form, awaiting the 


1 As to the presentation of the psychoanalytic theory I owe very much to an article 
by Dr! Bibring, ‘Versuch ciner allgemeinen Theorie der Heilung (Part ofa Symposium 
on Therapeutic Results) in Internationale Zeitschrift für Psychoanalyse, vol. 18, 1937. Cf. 
Erich Rothacker, Die Schichten der Personlichkeit, Leipzig, 1938. a 
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moulding én@uence of the higher levels of the mind. No one has 
met a drive or instinct in its genuine form, and what we sce of fis 
mostly the result of a more or less subtle process of elaboration, 
under pressure of environmental influences. Thus there is always 
an element of speculation in any description of the td. Nowadays, 
we are inclined to speak about instincts as open and vague ten- 
dencies towards some kind of satisfaction, rather than ag highly 
specified drives with well-defined a priori purposes. Thus instead 
of ‘instincts’ we speak about open tendencies, since the concrete 
form they take will depend on environmental condifioning. 
In their genuine form, they are unconscious. The main thing that 
happens to them, apart from environmental conditioning, is their 
growth and development, so to speak, from within. The funda- 
mental sexual drive, for instance, passes through different stages, 
anal, ‘oral and genital, which correspond to the growth of the 
organism in which it functions. Environmental influence reflects 
itself mainly in certain pressures exerted on these drives from 
outside. Repression and release are exerted by the controlling 
agencies of the mind, but their ultimate source, the need for these 
repressions, is to be found in the demands of society—in its taboos 
and general social code of behaviour. As to their intensity and 
speed of response, the drives in their genuine form are largely 
determined by hereditary factors. These qualities, in their turn, 
depend directly, inter alia, on the glandular constitution of 
the individual, and on the quality and organization of the nerve 
cells and nervous pathways. Pre-natal influences and early child- 
hood also decisively influence their functioning. Although it is the 
aim of the sociologist to emphasize as clearly as possible the 
significance of environmental influences, if he retains his sense of 
proportion he will never underrate the significance of the exis- 
tence of this vital and hereditary sphere in the mind, and its 
biological foundations. p 

2. Above the vital sphere of fundamental drives which,we have 
just described is the second level—that of the ego of the psycho- 
analysts. The ego is mainly a regulating agency. It has two 
functions. Firstly,4t has to control the flow of emotions, to prevent 
the superfluous libidinĝus energy from coming into the foreground 
of consciousness; and, secondly, it has to test reality; that is to 
say, to test whether our ideas and imagery correspond to reality, 
and whether our action patterns cope with its demands. Although 
the ego is a controlling agency, it would be wrong to think that it 
is a rational thing only. The ego has, so to speak, two parts, one 
which is deeply immersed in the unconscious, and another which 
is conscious and rational. We can see the workings of that uncon- 
scious ego in our dreams, in which it still functions, although toa * 
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lesser degree, as a censor of our wishes and emotigns. What is 
furldamentally unconscious in the ego are the so-called mechan 
isms through which it operates. The task of these mechanisms i 
to mould, elaborate, and canalize the basic drives. They 
responsible for the elaboration of our drives as they will function in 
our daily life, in our contact with the world. There are abou 
seventeen of these mechanisms, whose task it is to adapt the drives 
to social life. They provide several alternatives, including repres- 


energyywhich cannot be used in social life. Some of the better 
known of these mechanisms are: reaction-formation, projection, — 
symbolization, and sublimation. Take, for instance, reaction= 
formation. This is prudery, very often of a militant kind, calculat 
to keep down a strong sexual impulse by giving us at the 
same time the opportunity of dealing with sexual matters in a 
roundabout way, which at least releases fantasies which otherwise | 
would be too unhealthy to repress. Or there is the mechanism of 
introjection, through which aggressive energy, which naturally 
would take an outward flow, is turned against ourselves, and 
might develop in a kind of masochistic pleasure in self-punish- 
ment. Once this pathway is established in early childhood, it 
determines the later formation of the character. But all this hap- 
pens, as we have said, in the darkness of the unconscious, and the ~ 
unconscious part of the ego together with its controlling mechan- 
isms works without our conscious participation. There is, however, 
another part of the ego, as we mentioned before. Its function is to. 
elevate into the brightness of consciousness certain elements of the — 
unconscious, and to subject them to rational scrutiny, The very 
nature of this part of the ego is rationality. It is the organizing 
function of the conscious ego which both brings about meaningful 
behaviour and is able to bear responsibility. It is obvious that we 
can speak about personality proper only on this level, even if we 
are careful not to underrate the importance of the vital sphere of 
the unconscious part of the mind. The ego is an active factor. Its 
initiative is decisive. Its control and influence is the guiding factor 
in mental life. Its awakening and strengthening is the ultimate aim 
of all education. 

3. But by what kind of norms is the ego guided? From whtre 
does it take its standards? Here the Freudians introduce the con- 
cepts of the super-ego and the ego-ideal, which are a third and still 
higher level. The Freudians consider this third level as a part of 
the ego which has become an independent factor as a result of 
development and. differentiation. The super-ego is a criticizing 
factor in us, a strictly negative judge of our deeds; while the ego- 
ideal is rather the image of ourselves in perfection against which 


THE STRUCTURE OF PERSONALITY 27 


we’ measuge our imperfections. The super-ego originates from a 
subconscious’ process by which we identify ourselves with, say, 
our father, setting up a parental image of perfection, and using it 
as a criterion for reference in the struggle of the ego with the 
impulses striving for satisfaction in their elemental form. Strange 
as it may seem, this super-ego again is not in the least a conscious 
part qf ourselves, as the most important elements in it arg formed 
in early childhood, and, as I said, reflect parental demands. Thus, 
it not only stabilizes infantile strivings in our mind but per- 
petuates ideals of former generations. By the very same chan- 
isms, namely, throygh which we have taken over these fi aamen 
through identification with our parents, the latter may have got 
them from their parents, so that they are mostly the reflection of a 
bygone age. Throughout life, the super-ego with its ego-ideal 
may take in new elements and may struggle to integrate the old 
ideas with the new ones; but only very seldom does that trans- 
formation occur in terms of a conscious selection, Consequently, 
if the ideals of the super-ego become too rigid, a time-lag develops 
between the changed conditions in our surroundings and the ideals 
of the bygone age, and the demands may become an impediment 
to reality-adjustment. 

(a) There are, in the first place, unconscious influences at work 
on the unconscious spheres of the mind. As we have already seen, 
these unconscious parts of the mind are the drives themselves, or 
the unconscious part of the ego with its mechanisms. A direct 
influence on the drives themselves is hardly possible. They are 
mostly influenced indirectly through the unconscious or conscious 
parts of the ego. There is a continuous process of education of the 
drives, through these intermediaries. The unconscious part of the 
ego, for instance, is in continuous contact with influences coming 
from reality. Being an intermediary between the drives and en- 
vironmental stimuli, it is the main agent of give and take between 
the world of the self and the world of environment. The most 
important influences upon the unconscious part of the ego occur 
as a result of rial and error processes. In them, the ego develops 
its power, and itssmechanisms afe set to work. As these processes 
of adjustment take place for the most part as unconscious 
responses, we cannot speak in any sense of conscious adaptation. 
In spite of this fact, there certainly exist correlations between 
typical social situations and typical ego responses, which have as 
yet not been sufficiently identified. Even the unconscious choice 
of the mechanisms must somehow depend on the circumstances 
of the environment. We do not yet know how gociety succeeds in 
inducing the ego in each particular case to use the appropriate 
mechanism—whether it be reaction-formation, sublimation, or ¢ 
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mere repression—but it is a point of fact that diffgrent societies 
pe&sess different techniques of social control, and thereby foster 
or hinder the development of certain psychological mechanisms. 
Victorian society, for instance, put a premium on reaction- 
formation—that militant prudery of which I spoke before. It 
would be worth while finding out how this came about. Indeed, it 
is the next task in the field of co-operation between psychoanalysis 
and sociology carefully to observe the way in which certain social 
mechanisms set in motion certain psychological mechanisms. 
But og this subject we shall have more to say at a later stage. 

(b) Besides this influencing of the unconscious part of the ego, 
there is the unconscious influencing of the super-ego, where the 
operation of social influences becomes even more evident. The 
setting up of unconscious ideals and images, like that of the punish- 
ing but just Father, or the Good Samaritan, or the Gentleman, is 
the most obvious method of deeply impressing the mind without 
subjecting these ideals to rational criticism. As we can see, the 
unconscious influencing of the mind very often operates simul- 
taneously on all its different levels according to the different 
opportunities for environmental conditioning. 

It will be useful, therefore, before turning to the conscious in- 
fluencing, to dwell just a little longer on the different forms and 
methods adopted by the unconscious social influences, as not every 
unconscious influence is of the same kind. Unconscious social 

. influences occur in three ways: 

(a) Firstly, through spontaneous unconscious adjustments to 
different situations. This is the method of trial and error we men- 
tioned above, which mostly takes place on an unconscious level, 
although naturally at certain points it elevates itself to the level of 
conscious experimentation. But apart from conscious experiment, 
there is definitely a process continually going on, so to say on 
an organic level, wliere the body, with its activities, with the id 
and unconscious part of the ego, is carrying out adjustments to the 
environment without subjecting it to the criteria of rationality, 
without appealing to conscious judgment. This is thz sphere where 
the smooth running-in of the living being into its own environment 
takes place, where that kind of organic balance between life 
conditions and internal adjustments is achieved that we eall 
‘healthy’. These are the depths as yet unexplored, the concrete 
products of which could be studied in the mores and folk-ways of 
the different tribes, groups and classes where the nature of locality 
and of historical setting plays a great part. It is in this sphere of 
subconsciousness that the emigrant finds difficulties in adjusting 
himself to his new life. He will feel strange unless he is already 
beginning to share this unconscious patterning of life experience 
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and thosg forms of agjustment which are peculiar to the new 
community. . 

(b) But it is not only through trial and error processes that this 
unconscious influencing occurs. There is another influence upon 
the mind which is not only unconscious, but also nearly mechani- 
cal. It is what we call the creation of conditioned reflexes and the 
making of habits. In them, contacts with the world are esjablished 
in which our conscious decisions are not involved. Through them, 
automatic responses can be created, and, according to experi- 
ments made by behaviourists, just as these responses wer rigin- 
ally built upon mechanical forms of conditioning, so they can 
equally well be de-conditioned (we can get rid of phobias and bad 
habits), and reconditioned. The idea of Habit Clinics is based 
upon the possibility of the unconscious conditioning or de- 
conditioning of certain spheres of the mind by clinical action. 
There is a very interesting discussion as to whether the findings of 
Pavlov, and of the behaviourists generally, are reconcilable with 
the hypotheses of the depth-psychologists, and of the psycho- 
analysts in particular. If the behaviourists were right, we should 
not need to penetrate the depths of the mind with the psycho- 
analyst. We could explain the most important forms of behaviour 
in terms of mechanical reactions. It cannot be doubted that there 
are such mechanical spheres in the mental and bodily organism 
which react like automata. But if I were to summarize the result 
of this discussion I should say that there were undoubtedly these 
automatic processes, but that they are embedded in an emotional 
setting, a disturbance of which will even prevent the automatism 
from functioning. Pavlov’s dogs are good subjects for conditioning 
only if their general emotional state is in order. 

(c) Apart from the unconscious trial and error process, and 
apart from mechanical conditioning, to which habit-making and 
drill belong, there is a third form of environmental influence— 
suggestion and hypnosis. Whatever their exact nature may be, it 
is definitely a fact that we can partly or wholly operate upon the 
mind through suggestion and hypnosis, which exclude its critical 
faculty. A greatepart of social Guidance, as distinct from spon- 
taneous trial and erir and habit-making, is based upon these 
suggestive influences. There are certain social situations in which 
mass emotions are managed more easily and such suggestive 
influences are given a free rein. , ay ie 

Having dealt at some length with these unconscious influences, 
let us now turn to the impact of society on the conscious part of 
the mind, which means the conscious part of the ego. There is 
undoubtedly a considerable number of these as yet only very 
indistinctly observed influences. I wish to confine my discussion e 
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to four of them. Society influences the conscious part of the mind 
in four ways: f 

(a) through the method of intelligent adjustment on the part of 
the individual; 

(b) through learning; 

(c) through conscious education, to which belong re-education 
and posf{-education; and 

(d) through psychoanalysis, 
Here again, I think, the most natural and genuine form is the 
first ong—intelligent adjustment. It is, so to say, a continuation of 
the process of trial and error, but this time in the light of conscious 
principles which, ifsystematically applied, may lead to totally new 
inventions in behaviour. The need for an intelligent rather than 
an unconscious adjustment becomes apparent when changed 
conditions render unconscious forms of adjustment useless. In 
these circumstances, the occasional flash of conscious and rational 
criticism and analysis of factors has to enter. A systematic elabora- 
tion of that rational and conscious technique in human affairs is 
the promise of a possible solution of the social and individual 
maladjustments which are a feature of our times. Only if we get 
into the habit, as we have done in our relationship to nature, of 
working out our psychological and social problems on the level of 
conscious self-criticism and rational analysis, can it be hoped that 
we shall cope with the new situation created by modern society. 
The technique of learning from our experiences in the light of 
conscious and rational thinking is the most gratifying way of 
dealing with the influences reaching our mind from the outside 
world. 

If we make a distinction between intelligent adjustment and 
learning, it does perhaps involve a certain repetition of terms, 
since real learning is nothing but intelligent adjustment of our 
minds to nature and society. If nevertheless we speak about learn- 
ing as if it were something different, it is because, in a highly 
developed civilization, we cannot try out everything concretely as 
a personal experience, and there is therefore a huge amount of 
collectively acquired knowledge in store, the incorporation and 
personal assimilation of which is a matter for a special technique. 
Although learning in its essential parts is rooted in the ratioaal 
side of the ego, it would be wide of the mark to conceive of it as if 
it were purely intellectual activity, because all effective learning 
has to be linked up with the instinctive and emotional interests of 
the learner. Eliciting these interests, an operation often connected 
with the creation,of sacial or spiritual rewards, is a part of that 
process of learning. 

Thirdly, we must mention what we call conscious education. 
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Apart from ¿he constapt influencing Of the different unconscious 
levels of the self as described, there is a conscious educatiowt at 
work, aneeducation of the mind. When habits are formed, likes 
and dislikes conditioned, a certain facility in the use of experience 
and the trial and error process is gained. But we still have not got 
what could be called a complete education of the mind. The task 
of organizing these bits of acquired material and knowledge into 
an organic whole still remains. The simpler form of such an 
organization takes place through the super-ego and the ego-ideal 
which, as you will remember, may be completely unco cious. 
Even so, the function of the super-ego and ego-ideal is to work as 
an organizing agent in the world of personality formation. But our 
conscious education means more than this. It is based upon the 
creation of a conscience in which the system of principles which 
will be considered as the rules of conduct, the hierarchy of values 
by which we want to be guided, is subject to our conscious 
criticism. Conscious education is an arrangement of stimuli in 
such a way as to attain an individual responsible ego which is 
both able to discern good from bad, healthy from unhealthy 
influences, and to revise the values of its environment, and gradu- 
ally to transform its behaviour appropriately. 

If we make a distinction between conscious education and 
psychoanalysis, which is the last form of influencing the different 
levels of the self, it is because in psychoanalysis there has been 
discovered a technique by which we can operate with more or less 
success upon the different levels of the mind, and thereby bring 
about changes which would otherwise never, or only occasionally 
and haphazardly occur through the agency of the other pro- 
cesses we have described. Analysis is an operation by which the 
disturbed balance between the conscious and unconscious parts of 
the individual’s mind is restored, and he is enabled once more to 
face the task of day-to-day adjustment to his surroundings. 
Its influence can for instance be directed on to the ego, in which 
case it may try to modify the operation of its mechanisms—to 
weaken or stvengthen its control. It may try to work on the un- 
conscious by bringing into consciousness dissociated material from 
the unconscious, which has to be re-assimilated in a healthy way. 
Beat it also operates on the level of the unconscious super-ego and i 
ego-ideal, subjecting them to the conscious criticism of the ego. 
For instance, a cure very often copsists in showing the patient 
that the unconsciously accepted parental ideal we have spoken 
about is too severe, and prevents him from making a sound adjust- 
ment to reality. In this case, a too abstract demand on the part of 
the super-ego is replaced through the analysis by sounder and 
more reasonable social norms. Promising as it may be in its future * 
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development, psychoanalysis is not yet sọ widespread as to be 
coritidered one of the established techniques by which modern 
society influences the psychology of the individual. It oceasionally 
comes in as a remedial agency; but it is not an established everyday 
technique of influencing human behaviour. 

Although my description has necessarily been a brief one, I 
have perhaps succeeded in showing that the moulding of the.mind 
takes place on different planes, that mechanical conditioning is 
at least as important as adjustment through trial and error pro- 
cesses,qnd that the latter can be carried out with a greater or less 
degree os consciousness. We are mostly unaware of the wealth of 
forms in which unconscious and conscious influencing of the mind 
takes place, and how the points of attack of the environment upon 
the mind are dispersed. In what follows we shall not of course deal 
with all of them which might be called ‘sociological’, There was a 
time when we were inclined to think that the formation of per- 
sonality was mainly due to deliberate educational influences, of 
parent over child for instance, or of teacher over pupil, and so on. 
But as we have seen, these deliberate educational influences are 
only one set among the great many environmental influences 
which are at least equally important in the moulding of person- 
ality. One of the most decisive discoveries of our age is that social 
education is even more powerful than formal education, and that 
the educational value of a changing social context has hardly ever 
been adequately appreciated. When we speak of social education 
we mean the education which results from the fact that society 
through its established relationships, through its very texture, is 
continually moulding our personalities. If I were to say as shortly 
as possible what the meaning of social education is, I should say 
that we no longer think that the education of personality can 
emanate from a single focus, the classroom for instance, but that 
personality grows out-of the social context and is to a large extent 
the result of social interaction. The most promising trend in educa- 
tion is the sociological approach which lays emphasis on the 
careful diagnosis of the social environment, and oa a thorough 
elaboration of the influences at Work on it. Thesmaking of a per- 
sonality consists perhaps essentially in making responses to these 
influences at work in our environment, and sometimes the char@- 
ing role of the person in the very same environment is more im- 
portant for his future formation than any actual change in this 
environment itself, According’ to modern sociology, it is primarily 
through participation in different social groups and relationships 
that the character pattern develops. But these social relations are, 
as I said, no longer formulated in abstract terms. The great pro- 

» gress in sociology consists in the fact that all the various social 
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relationshėpe which were previously left unnoticed have pow 
attracted the attention of the scientist, who is now able not only to 
identify ĉach of them, but to diagnose their possible impact upon 
personality. I think even this sketchy description might have con- 
veyed tøyou the impression that our earlier methods of influencing 
the mind or mobilizing its forces were in rather an infantile stage. 
We were mostly ignorant of what we were really doing @nd very 
often concentrated our attack on one level only, leaving it to 
chance whether the results thus achieved would be destroyed on 
another plane of the self. In our attempt to transform th? indivi- 
dual in the directi6n desired we mostly failed because wè satisfied 
ourselves with an influencing of the conscious parts of the ego. 
We thought, for example, that through preaching and enlighten- 
ment we should change the personality as a whole. Today we are 
-becoming aware of-the fact that enlightenment is only part of a 
total conditioning and reconditioning. It will remain inefficient 
unless the breaking up of old habits and the penetration into our 
super-ego transform the old emotional setting. 

Psychology is on its way to detect the different entries into the 
mind, At the same time it tells us how to distinguish between 
different operational levels. Education (individual and social) is 
becoming a strategy and all the groups striving for influence are 
learning and will learn from it. The development of that strategy 
is neither good nor bad in itself, and like that of all techniques its 
value depends on the purpose for which it is used. A 

Having spoken so far of the different channels through which 
environmental influences have to pass, the next lectures will be 
devoted to the study of specific situations and social processes 1n 
their operation upon the mind, and we shall try to appreciate their 
impact on personality-formation. 

Before the next lecture, it will be useful to, say a word as to what 
we understand by personality. It is obvious that here, too, we can 
do no more than throw out a few hints, and we can offer no com- 
plete solution to the problem. But I hope they will suffice to save 
the discussioh from becoming tpo vague. In order to make you 
appreciate the difficulty of defining personality, I only want to 
point out that one of the most recent writers on the subject, 
Allport, distinguished fifty meanings of the word in its current and , 
scientific use! To us, in the first place, the term ‘personality will 
definitely mean uniqueness, or being different. If we put the 
question, whether planned society does not endanger the existence 
of personality, we surely first of all have in mind the idea of 
individualization; that is to say, we are afraid’of too great a con- 
formity which regulation may impose upon the individual. But it | 
is obvious that this is only one aspect of the meaning of the term. 
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Even all the leaves of a tree are individuatities, in tkessense that 
none of them is exactly like all the rest or any other. Yet we 
surely would not be satisfied with a society which allowed great 
variety, but variety merely in a biological sense. The problem of 
personality formation can only be discussed in the sphere in which 
behaviour is being organized into conduct. Here we shall under- 
stand by ‘personality’ that kind of organization of the mind, 
specific to each individual, by which, through his mutual inter- 
action with the environment, he develops a pattern of inner 
organin which is unique in itself. It is this uniqueness on the 
level of*personality formation which counts. This uniqueness 
expresses itself in the specific form of our organization of the 
materials of experience, in a reorganization of our habit systems, 
in the development of new actions and work patterns, in the 
development of the capacity for taking the initiative and responsi». 
bility, and of having reflection and insight where others only 
muddle through. In this sense, it is a correct statement of Ander- 
son’s, that personality is itself a form of adjustment; which means 
that you will only get individualization and individual personali- 
ties, where the social order itself needs the pioneering type—the 
type which is different—and creates it for itself by producing the 
scope for its development and bringing influences of a specific 
kind to bear on the minds of its members. In future lectures our 
task will therefore be to discover how former unregulated societies 
through their social processes further different elements of what 
we have just called a developed personality. Only if we know more 
about that shall we be able to ask ourselves whether a planned 
society, adequately organized, could provide us with social fields 
of opportunity which would really foster personalization. Our 
next task, therefore, will be to learn more about the nature of 
existing social processes and their impact upon personality 
formation, : 


Es THIRD LECTURE e 


The Impact of Social Processes on the Formation of 
Personality in the Light of Modern Sociolog 


societies rely chiefly upon central regulations, ordering and 

command is that they have not as yet the knowledge of 
„society and human behaviour which would enable them to use the 
spontaneous forces of society and to restrict interference to those 
fields where guidance and control are needed. 

In the valuable book by Thomas and Znaniecki, The Polish 
Peasant, we find a very apt remark upon the origin of the magical 
attitude of primitive peoples. According to them, the magical 
attitude is an attempt at coercing nature in the same way as in 
decisive situations they coerced their fellow man. Thus the pattern 
of coercion penetrates even into the realm of nature. Even if we 
do not suppose that this is the only explanation of the origin of 
magic, it is certainly an important factor in its evolution. 

This insight gives us the right approach to our problem, for the 
magical attitude was only given up when man learned another 
way of controlling nature, namely by finding the laws that regu- 
late its behaviour. The same process of turning slowly from com- 
pulsion to understanding can be observed in education, save that 
there it meets with greater resistance and is as yet incomplete. 
Nevertheless it is a milestone on the road to progress in pedagogy 
whenever we find some means of replacing a command by getting 
a child to experiment with a situation and do the right thing 
spontancous¥y. It is better to shpw a child that he will hurt him- 
self by playing With fire or a knife than simply to forbid him to 
do it. 

*So far we have only succeeded in effecting this replacement of | 
command in relatively few fields, and this failure is closely linked 
up with our inability to control thesocial context in which adjust- 
ment occurs, and also with our lack of sociological knowledge 
which gives information about the main interrelations between 
human behaviour and situations. Never was the lack of a gcience 
of society more detrimental than in our age. For previous societies 
the knowledge of sociology would have been almost a luxury as 
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they had not the necessary power to applyyits results;ta the regu- 
latién of social processes. But today the opposite is true. Man 
often has the political power but not the knowledge which can 
prevent the misuse of that power. We can only replace the con- 
cept of a centralistic government based on command by a con- 
cept of planning based upon the use of the spontaneous forces 
of society if we have an insight into the nature of the very»same 
social forces. 

To this end I hope today to give a few examples of the signi- 
aaa social factors in the formation of personality as they 
worked %n the liberal, unregulated society, and I hope it will 
become evident how this knowledge might be extended if we were 
to devote as much energy to its study as has been devoted to the 
study of physical phenomena. 

If you agreed with me in my first lecture, that planning in some, 
form is inevitable and that we must make the best of it, and `f you 
realize that in the long run an industrialized great society cannot 
do without individualization, and still more if you agree that the 
right form of planning does not entail conformity but rather uses 
spontaneous adjustment to controlled situations, then you will 
agree too that we have to direct our attention to that part of 
sociology which studies the social conditions of individualization. 

In describing an historical epoch or society the social scientist 
should not be satisfied with accepting the object of his studies as a 
unique mystical entirety; instead it is necessary to investigate and 
analyse the various factors and situations and their interrelations 
which make up the broad and variegated canvas of that particular 
configuration. Only through this analytical approach shall we be 
able to visualize how the emergence and development of differen- 
tiated personality might be ensured in a planned society. 

After the first lecture there is no need to refute such popular 
statements as ‘the individual forms his own personality’ and ‘the 
Renaissance and the liberal age owe their great personalities to the 
lucky chance that a number of great men happened to be born 
at the same time’, Even if one does not deny the importance of 
biological inheritance one can still assert that thee must have been 
social situations and sets of factors which favoured the growth of 
these types. Only through an analytical approach, by breakifig 
the mystical concept of the uniqueness of an age into a sum of 
smaller factors and situations, shall we be able to solve the riddle 
of what the nature of social configurations must be in a planned 
society so as to ensure the emergence and favourable development 
of differentiated personality, 

My task is to replace such talk of ages of individualization by 


using the results of analytical and empirical observations to 
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discover the gelation bgtween external situations and the growth 
of human personality. And although I am fully aware that 8ur 
knowledge in this sphere is in its infancy I hope to convince you 
that there is much more accumulated experience than one usually 
expects aad which simply needs survey and systematization. 

In my account of these social factors and situations I shall 
stant from the most obvious and simple forms of causationgn order 
gradually to penetrate into the deeper levels of personality forma- 
tion; so, in the course of this discussion, the concept of personality 
will be increasingly enriched. At the beginning individuality will 
only mean that theovert behaviour of a person is differént from 
that of others. 

One of the simplest external factors which produces differentia- 
tion of overt behaviour is isolation. In sociology we distinguish 
two kinds of isolation, of groups and of persons. Whenever a 
sub-group is separated from a larger one, as for example, after the 
settlement of migratory peoples in Europe when small sections of 
various tribes lived for centuries in secluded areas, then habits and 
ways of thought become different. Here the sociologist learned 
from the natural scientist. In nature too we are presented with the 
puzzle as to why we get different species from the same stock 
although the very same mechanism of adjustment is at work. 
The answer is that they have to adjust themselves to different 
surroundings. à 

The contrary of isolation is contact, and this usually leads to a 
diminution of differences. When hot and cold metals come into 
contact they tend to take on a common temperature. Just in the 
same way, people who meet many others tend, at least in those 
points on which contact is made, to adjust their behaviour, their 
attitudes, their views to one another. The process of give and take 
tends to produce a common atmosphere. ’ a Wey gd 

Another very obvious factor fostering individualization 1s divi- 
sion of labour, though it differentiates people into types rather 
than into individuals. The impact of professional differentiation 
on a person ean sometimes be described with great exactness. It 
is very often possible clearly to enumerate the basic social factors 
and constellations prévailing in a trade or profession and to 
explain through them the typical professional attitudes and 
characteristics of individuals in professions. For instance, in his 
social monograph, The Woman Who ies Donovan describes Be 
characteristic professional type © the waitress as ‘markedly 
individualistic in her attitude to life and the state of her occupation 
as it exists today tends towards individualization. She does only 
what she has to do to earn her money and her only real intérest is 
in the tip. In her work she does not often consider the house, the © 
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Q 
manager nor her fellow worker, but herself only, arid %she seld 
hesitates to advance her own interests at the expense of others. 
Such a description does not mean that there are no unSelfish and 
considerate waitresses, but simply that most of them are of th 
type. Perhaps this is the place to point out once and for all th 

. the sociological statements made in these lectures merely aim 
stating tendencies. Whereas the psychologist very often aims 
predicting how a patient or an individual will develop, the socio 
logist attends to mass phenomena and formulates his predictions 
in tin probabilities—if such and such conditions prevail, such ` 
and sucit psychological changes are likely to follow. l 

But not only overt behaviour in man can be influenced by regu- 
lated situations, There are well-defined circumstances which tend 
to incite or repress inner attitudes. Whether, for instance, peo 


tive in a group in which he was not overwhelmed by a more 
successful type, he not only took the lead more often but he 
even improved his capacities by the greater number of opportuni- 
ties and finally gave up his original shyness. Thus the organization ~ 
of the group, i.e. whether it presents more or less opportunities 

ve to all the members; will react upon their 
characters. That character education can be planned by a skilful ~ 
organization of the surroundings and methods can be shown by | 
the example of the Montessori schools. A short anecdote I have _ 
seen quoted will illustrate what T mean: 9 

‘A Montessori teacher, told of a student Who in her sixth 
semester did not yet know what she ought to study, said: : 

“In a child who had gone through the Montessori system that 
would be impossible.” 

The child in the Montessori school learns precisely and pri- 
marily this: to decide for himself, and to choose freely between 
possibilities which are given him, 

The most suitable form of organization so far known making 


» „ ! Frances Donovan, The Woman Who Waits, p. 128 ; ; The 
” Gorham Press), 1920, aits, p. 128, Boston (Richard G. Badger, 
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for spontaneiy in its members has been the democratic organiza- 
tion of small groups. R 

What people mostly tend to overlook is that democratization 
may take place in any field, not merely in the political one. A gang 
of workmen, a study group or an artistic group can all be organized 
on democratic lines. When it occurs in such small groups, demo- 
craey usually produces spontaneity and self-determination, But in 
a big state, a mass society, its healthy influence is largely checked. 
This is because democracy is only efficient if the individual feels 
that much depends on his peculiar and special decision «hd if 
others realize the importance of his contribution. But ir a mass 
democracy the feeling that one is only a small and insignificant 
unit often discourages initiative. Thus small groups and minorities 
in a country are more likely to create individualized and fighting 
natures since they attribute great importance to single members, . 
and, although they are at the same time part of a larger group, 
they are used to dissenting from the views of the majority. This 
leads me to another point. We usually attribute the freedom of 
thought to the freedom of the isolated individual. But to the 
sociologist it is in the long run not so much the freedom of the 
individual but the freedom of sects, cliques and other small 
groups which ensures free thought. The individual may achieve a 
good deal in certain fields and for a certain time, but it is the 
sect-like small group which really elaborates, propagates and 
defends new beliefs and the new experiments with life. 

In modern times, with the decline of sects, the various and even 
more elastic group-forms in which we find the free-lance intelli- 
gentsia became the carriers of the new approach to life. To some 
the intelligentsia may seem an extravagance which in planned 
society could easily be replaced through some new status or rank 
like that of the clerics. But it is quite wrong to think that the 
fate of thought exclusively hinges upon the opportunities of 
education. i e. 

Thought is a social process, in which spontaneous experimen 
tion of individuals and groups wjth varying situations in life, = 
the necessary integration of the will to action, plays a great rote. 
The fate of the cognitive process on a large scale is based upon 
selction in which the struggle and the competition of groups 
decides upon the social efficiency of different ideas.! Mass society 
with its bureaucratic body is always too cumbersome and in- 
elastic to take all the risks of adventures of thought which are 
needed in order to cope with changing reality. Once the intelli- 
gentsia as a group is exterminated or threatened mental dynamics 

1 Cf. ‘Competition as an Intellectual Phenomenon’, in K. Mannheim, Essays on the 
Sociology of Knowledge. 
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cannot keep pace with social dynamics. In this respectat least the 
Catholic Church as one of the great institutions which was first 
presented with the task of planning the social side of tle cultural 
process shows its great social wisdom by allowing outsiders or 
partial outsiders to experiment on its periphery. When these 
outsiders are unsuccessful the Church disapproves, or even ex- 
communicates them; but once they find successful forms of adjust- 
ment to changed surroundings their organizations are sometimes 
made fighting organizations in the Church itself. So it was with 
monic orders and missionary groups like those of Cluny and 
the Jesuits, whose adventures of thought dealt not only with — 
external situations but with the changing life of man, with the 
detection of new depths of the soul. 
Some of this is also relevant to the study of the Soviet Union. 
- For example the Webbs hinted at the fact that the Soviet system 
is not completely a dictatorship, for in many spheres of life, educa- 
tion and labour, there exist opportunities for stimulating spon- 
taneity. The urge for self-determination is shifted from political 
struggle into the sphere of work. Even the humblest worker has 
opportunities of making suggestions for the improvement of the 
technique of „production and management and the feeling of 
general experimentation kept incentive alive at the time when the 
Webbs observed them. However, this shifting of democratic 
chances into new realms does not compensate for one thing which 
will surely be detrimental to the further evolution of spon- 
taneity, namely the suppression of quasi-sectarian organizations 
for free discussion, of an intelligentsia. Nor do their scientific 
experiments in the field of collective work, for instance where they 
try to find out in which social situation group work or individual 
work is more efficient, compensate for the integrating function of 
the intelligentsia. The bureaucratic mind and the mind of the 
scientist refines techniques of testing or surveys the fields of social 
reality, hut cannot replace that kind of experience of life which 
grows out of immediate responses to changing situations. Here we 
have a case where it can be shown that planning, i.e.'co-ordination 
rightly understood, cannot mean the ruthless carrying out of one 
principle. Although in a planned society it may be necessary to 
leave many functions which were formerly performed by compéti- 
tion to the scientist and the bureaucrat, one has to provide the 
scope in which free experimentation with the essential objectives 
of life is fostered. In the same way institutionalized channels have 
to be provided through which the new incentives produced by a 
kind of free-lance group (which is not handicapped by the burden 
of big organizations) can reach the planner. Unlike the dema- 
* gogue, the sociologist is not compelled to think in terms of exclu- 
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sive alternagiyes. To hing oy the right combination of institutions 
produces social systems ‘which really work. ° 

Any society needs some spheres where conformity is unavoid- 
able but co-ordination, rightly understood, means that any sphere 
of enforcgd or spontaneous conformity has to be balanced by 
institutionalized freedom, such that in well-defined areas in life 
free, experimentation with the fundamental issues is ajlowed. 
Otherwise society becomes so rigid that any essential improve- 
ment makes the destruction of the complete machinery necessary. 

In order to illustrate what I have in mind when speakingatbout 
an institutionalized blending of conformity with freedom; let me 
mention an instance which was first described by Max Weber. 
According to his analysis, in classical India the main integrating 
force was ritual in which absolute conformity was observed and 
no deviation was allowed. Once one could rely upon its integrating 
power freedom was granted to any kind of thought or religious 
dogma. The sectarians could think whatever they wanted; even 
atheism was acknowledged. This has naturally only to be taken as 
a general pattern, Its application would mean a planning for 
freedom which differs from liberal freedom in so far as it is not 
left to chance where spontaneity has to set in but its scope (not its 
content) would be foreseen. i 

Thus we have seen how the most external things like isolation, 
division of labour, and the democratic organization of small groups 
affect personality. And although I do not think that the provision 
of opportunities for initiative is the only thing that builds up 
individuality, yet it goes a long way towards it. 

A factor generally known as a social force making for spon- 
taneity and to which many people almost exclusively attribute the 
individualizing power of the liberal age is free competition. 
Although this is generally acknowledged, few people could tell in 
terms of a more detailed analysis through which special mechan- 
isms this initiative is brought about and under what conditions 
its forms vary. Sociologically speaking, free competition is a 
mechanism which compels the individual to adjust himself to his 
own peculiar situation and to take the initiative without waiting 
for command. This implies that the urge to self-adjustment is not 
completely innate; at least some social forces must be at work to 
get the urge trained and active, and even then it still depends upon 
the nature of these social forces whether the individual becomes 
used to individual adjustment or to collective group adjustment, 

A reed blown by the wind moves differently around its axis if it 
stands by itself, or if it is part of a bunch: inthe first case 1t 1s 
seeking for the best position in which it could stand as an ifidivi- 
dual; in the second as a part of a bunch. In the case of man, the « 
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optimum reaction is of a different kind if he is fightjag, for himself 
aléne or for himself as a member of a group. - 

To both of these social mechanisms different types of mind 
correspond. If a man is brought up in a group in which forms of 
collective adjustments prevail, taboos are inculcated in the indivi- 
dual, everything in the world is explained in terms of a Weltan- 
schauung which prevents him from reacting and thinking according 
to his own interest. ; 

As long as this cohesion is secured there are in every society 
certa inhibited fields of the mind into which the individual’s 
thought, does not trespass. In an age of collestivism these taboos 
compelling the individual to self-denial may be of a magical or 
religious kind. In another more ‘modern’ form of collectivism 
it may be a belief in Communist or Fascist symbols which pre- 
vents him from doubting certain axioms. A 

Everything is quite different in such a community when free 
competition beats through. At once it not only compels the 
individual to adapt himself to his own peculiar situation, but in the 
long run leads him to an increase of rational and calculating 
behaviour which can no longer acknowledge any inhibited fields. 
By adjusting himself to his individual situation he is increasingly 
brought into conflict with the formerly established taboos with 
collectively established definitions of the situation which he is 
obliged to abolish if he is to survive. Thus radical rationalism, 
scepticism, limitless calculation related to the peculiar interest of 
the individual are the unavoidable consequence and follow 
irresistibly. In my view, the age of Enlightenment from the 
Renaissance to liberalism is nothing but the mental product of the 
social mechanism of free competition and individual adjustment. 
Once free scope is given to this personal adjustment by giving 
certain people opportunity for full initiative and complete personal 
responsibility related exclusively to their own interest, then the 
inevitable consequence will be that they will continuously redefine 
all situations from the personal angle and thus acquire the habit 
of limitless rational analysis, Conversely, the abolition of free 
competition and the re-establishment of collective adjustment will 
largely limit the natural chances of enlighténment, and it is all the» 
more necessary to compensate for this loss in rationalization by 
some other means, such as by creating fields where rational 
analysis is not only allowed put even fostered. Whereas it is the 
danger of competitive society that it tends to dissolve the ultimate 
soical bond of consensus, the danger of planned society is that it 
extends the necessary minimum of conformity to everything, and 
people lose the rational and critical power without which an 

© industrial society cannot survive. 
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No one will deny that in Fascist states this inculcated credulity 
and enforced belief in the leader and in irrational arguments may 
lead to some catastrophe. In the long run I am not less sceptical 
about the fate of Communism if the exaggerated attitudes of 
belief and credulity are not limited to certain fields. It seems to be 
a rule of hature as well as of healthy social growth that the neces- 
sary variations should not be suppressed if organic adjustment to 
unexpected new conditions is to remain possible. Institutfons are 
bound to decay which suppress all forms other than those which 
conform to their standards. oe 

Real co-ordinatign means not so much the limitless extension 
of one principle but the provision of scope for the growth of the 
necessary attitudes. 

As far as the Russians dealt with this problem in practice, 
they came to replace individual competition not so much by 
éomplete collectivism as by competition between groups. 
The latter has the advantage that it shifts competition from the 
individual to the group; thus it still excites ambition and increases 
initiative and efficiency, without loosening the social bond and 
without enhancing individual desires. The more individual 
chances they give and the more individual ambition they raise, 
the greater are the elements of dissent which may grow up, 
individual competition ceaselessly forming disruptive forces. 

‘Another distinction that has to be made within the general 
concept of competition is between competition based on property 
and competition divorced from it. What the liberals did not under- 
stand and what the Russians in spite of many failures have proved 
by experiment is that competitiveness, acquisitiveness, and pro- 
perty sense are not in the least identical, but were rather an 
historical combination of attitudes united into one single complex 
in our society. Whereas it was often imagined that the competitive 
impulse worked only when strictly linked with acquisitiveness and 
property sense, Soviet experiments with society have shown that 
under certain circumstances competition works withdut being 
fostered by acquisitiveness and property sense. It is true that to a 
certain extent the Soviets were ‘ultimately compelled to reintro- 
duce the acquisitive spirit (although not the property sense); but 

“the sociologist should not explain that political move by a rough- 
and-ready reference to ‘eternal human nature , which allegedly . 
could not forego property, but he must seek out those peculiar 
social conditions which made these thanges necessary. 

Never and nowhere should a sociologist’s view and under- 
standing of any social phenomenon be biased b his personal likes 
or dislikes; thus to him the Russian development 1s a test» case, 
which he will not view as something that will either confirm or « 
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refute certain prejudices and general ideas en bloc, but,rather asa _ 
great social experiment where every success and’ every failure 
should be carefully analysed from a comprehensive. sociological 
point of view. This at least should be the attitude of those who 
realize that some sort of planning is bound to come everywhere, 
whether we like it or not, and ours should integrate into the new 
framework the Western tradition of freedom and democracy, 
Now I come to discuss another problem: that of individualiza- 
tion as reflected in the fundamental wishes of man (and which to 
the egonomist is as important as that of working incentives), and 
that of the sociological determination of preferences and choice. 
It is one of the axioms of liberal economics that consumer's 


choice, being an ultimate and irreducible psychological factor, — 


was necessarily the ultimate driving force of any successful 
economic system. But though consumer’s choice may be a final 
clement in a liberal system, it is not a final element in other 
economic systems, and is certainly not genuine from the point of 
view of a sociologist. I go so far as to risk the statement that to 
choose rather than to stick to values dictated by tradition and 
custom 1s a very exceptional attitude, The preference for choice is 
characteristic only of societies in transition or others in which a 
fundamental consensus is lacking, the varied choice of consumers 
being only one aspect of this lack of consensus. 

Such a period of transition and lack of consensus is that between 

the dissolution of medieval society and the planned society which 
is now in the process of formation. 
_ Man is presented with two possibilities: either he can enjoy a 
similar kipper for breakfast every day of the year according to the 
standards of his country, or else he can enjoy eating all conceivable 
breakfasts on different days. Again there are those who prefer to 
vary their neckties and those who are wedded to the same one. 
_ Manis not born with a desire for variety, he can be conditioned 
in either way, There are social mechanisms which make for tradi- 
tional conformity, and others which make for choice. Psycho- 
logically speaking, in one case our wishes or libidinoys energies are 
directed to definite objects according to the, traditions of our 
society, while in societies with great social mobility the libido is 
directed not so much towards a determined object as to the art 
of choosing. Thus in traditional societies the limitation of choice 
is considered as moral and beneficial, and in mobile ones we come 
to enjoy choosing for its own sake. 

Under no conditions is the consumer’s choice an insurmount- 
able obstacle in the way of changing the liberal form of the 
capitalist order, because nothing can be reconditioned more 
easily by a planned society than the wish for a variety of goods. 
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‘The formation of wishes which will later lead to economic 
preferences is shaped first of all by the primary group, such asthe 
family during childhood. Ifin childhood a person is so conditioned 
as to stick to certain traditional objects, the predilection for a 
certain kind of behaviour, a certain dress and certain foods will 
prevail. But when a child is spoiled, if for example he is given too 
manystoys to play with, he will, even in after life, contjnuously 
seek for variety, and a craving for new sensations will determine 
his attitudes. 

There are other factors, too, which affect the instabitity of 
wishes, among thera, as I have pointed out, sotial mobility. People 
who travel much and live in different countries often get into the 
habit of desiring variety. Furthermore, in a competitive economy 
the rivalry between firms leads to a deliberate and continuous 
endeavour to implant new wishes among consumers and to pro- 
mote a craving to surpass in quality and novelty the choice of one’s 
neighbour. 

This tendency is partly counteracted by the growth of large- 
scale industry, as this brings standardization in its train. This is 
enhanced by industrial propaganda and advertisement, which 
also in part lead to a standardization of taste. This process, which 
is present in late capitalism, reaches its peak in communistic 
planned societies where, in order to make planning easier, 
standardization is pushed still further without the slightest opposi- 
tion from consumers who, as there is no competition, simply forget 
the desire for choice or even for better quality. ; 

At least this is the impression one gets on reading André Gide’s 
Return from the Soviet Union. According to him, and it is mentioned 
also by others, Soviet products are of very bad quality, but con- 
sumers do not complain about it. A craving for better quality and 
taste, he says, arises only if comparison and choice are permitted. 
But if no one dresses better than I, then I have no urge to get a 
better cut suit or one made of better material. Bie 

However it is not very easy to decide whether, in the case of 
the Soviet Ugion, it is rather the, need to produce great quantities 
quickly which leads to the neglect of quality or simply the 
elimination of consurtier’s choice. In the latter case one could 
argue that in a planned society the improvement of taste and 
quality could be secured by leaving the selection of designs to 
competition among designers and other specialists. i 

Here again the guilds are an example of how the loss of incen- 
tive for improving the quality may be compensated in a planned 
society by some other means. The guilds.intraduced all kinds of 
competition on a non-economic basis in order to increase thé sense 
for quality by forming boards composed of master craftsmen, 
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committees who had to distribute prizes and tosagknowledge — 
masterpieces. This was so strong that it even became a method for | 
judging literary production, as in the case of the Meistexsinger. 

In the cases so far analysed I have tried to show you how deeply 
the nature of overt behaviour and of prevailing attitudes is in- 
fluenced by whether various forces making for individualization 
are at work or their opposites. Now I wish to present a ¢ase 
where the working of social forces is reflected in individualiza- — 
tion on an even higher plane, on the level of introspective and self- 
regasding attitudes. 

By injrospective and self-regarding attitudes we usually under- 
stand attitudes which are not directed to the external world but 
towards the self, and the latter mean especially the ways in which 
we conceive of our personal worth or existence. 

The field of self-evaluation was mostly regarded by philosophers 
and psychologists of the liberal age as an exclusive product of the 
individual mind attained through introspection. Contrary to 
the older theory, not only the becoming different in overt 

- behaviour but also the awareness of our specific character and 
value proceed from the external to the internal; and it is mainly 
by this changing process of self-evaluation that society changes its 
members, 

Self-evaluation may be based on different factors. In some 
societies it depends upon physical strength and power or fame or 
moncy. Originally, paves Strength was probably most im- 
portant. It can even be seen at work in animal societies. There it 
8 primarily physical power, though sometimes some psychological 
superiority too, such as perseverance or courage and daring, which 
leads to the social acknowledgment of the leading animal. If we 
take the history of autobiography, there we can see the same sort 
of thing at work, This desire to see one’s power reflected in the fear 
of others was the first impulse to the writing of a kind of auto- — 
biography. The feeling of strength and power and the desire to sce 
one’s power reflected in the fear of others is the first crude form of 
the individualization of the self-regarding attitudes which is found 
in despotic states only among the kings and nobles, Let us see how 
it looks at this early stage. I am going to qäote a passage from the 
Death Record of the Assyrian King Assurnasirpal: . 


‘I am the king. I am the Lord. I am the Sublime. I am the great, 
the strong, the famous. I am the Prince, the Noble, the War Lord. 
‘I am a Lion. ...1I am God’s own appointed. I am the un- 
conquerable weapon which lays the land of the enemies in ruins. 
I captured them alive and stuck them on poles. I covered the 
mountains like wool with their blood. From many of them I tore 
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off the skim ånd covered the walls with it. I built a pillar of still 
living bodies and anothtr of heads. And in the middle I hung their 
heads on wines. 

‘I prepared a colossal picture of my royal personage and in- 
scribed my might and sublimity upon it. My face radiates on the 
ruins, in the service of my fury I find my satisfaction.’ 

om © 

This selfglorification which cannot be contradicted rests upon 
a false interpretation of the source of power. The king or despot 
attributes to his personal virtues and prowess what is really the 
result of centuries of power accumulation. He fails to seegthat it is 
not he who is almighty, but his position. The social position pro- 
duces the despot and not the other way round. 

Democracy is based on the existence of many individuals of 
equal power, so that the despotic strivings of each are checked by 
the others. When this is the case an attitude of humility and 
modesty will cloak the desire for self-assertion. When we say 
‘Your humble servant’ to one another, frustrated despot calls to 
frustrated despot. 

On the whole the social origin of self-esteem was a kind of 
introjection of external prestige. People first acknowledge one’s 
superiority according to the nature of changing society which puts 
a premium on different types, then individuals themselves get hold 
of their social acknowledgment and unconsciously organize around 
it their personality traits. ; 

Self-esteem varies with the social structure. When a society 
needs the individualized heroic personality, as for example in the 
Homeric age in Greece, or among the Germanic tribes when they 
were fighting the Roman Empire, it is heroism and initiative 
which are socially admired and which set the standard of self- 
appraisal. If landed property is the basis of aristocracy and family 
prestige is dependent upon land ownership, then there is an 
identification with the soil wholly unknown to the élites of mobile 
property, to whom it is money and property in general w ich give 
prestige and wot any particular form of it. Again, in literary circles 
it is fame and acknowledgment which make for prestige, and 
there it is the uniquenéss of personality which is conceived of as a 
sptcific value. x 

Thus self-evaluation is a fulcrum by which one can centrally 
influence personality traits and theip integration. While even un- 
planned societies were, more or iess consciously, busy in in- 
fluencing these external sources of self-evaluation, in planned 
societies this can be done much more easily, as all the key positions 
and the objectives upon which self-evaluation depends are con- : 
trolled by the planners. It is, however, not enough merely to 
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change the standards of self-respect, and the behåvżourists are 
right in saying that if petty habits are nőt changed one by one, 
then it is impossible to change the personality simplys from the 
centre. Nevertheless if the two processes proceed together and the 
self aids in the integration of external forces, then the transforma- 
tion is far more easy and more successful. 

This jnternal source of readjustment was adequately taken into 
account by the liberal theory, but that theory failed because it 
rushed too quickly to the centre of the self and omitted the more 
exteffial, elementary, almost mechanical factors in the formation 
of charagter. This neglect of detailed observation of these lower 
and external but integral forces was a stultifying handicap. 

Finally, there is an even more complex stage in the formation of 
self-regarding attitudes which, though one might not expect it, 
can also be traced to certain social conditions. However much 
self-esteem might primarily develop from without, there comes a 
point where it is no longer derived from the social mask of prestige 
based on physical prowess, money or fame, but rather from purely 
internal qualities. 

This occurs when the introverted type plays off the values of the 
inner self against the external sources of prestige, when the ulti- 
mate source of valuations is shifted from the external social sphere 
into the uniqueness of one’s inner character. About this process of 
internalization of values I shall have to say a few words in my 
next lecture. 

Today, I wish to confine the remaining remarks to one single 
phase in this evolution, when not only the uniqueness of the per- 
sonality but the uniqueness of one’s life history becomes realized. 
A To us it is common sense to think in terms of life history, to 
interpret our characters as the outcome of the peculiar experiences 
we had in the past. If we look at history we suddenly realize 
that a concept of life history was not in the least self-evident, but 
that it had to be worked out by a few pioneering individuals in a 
peculiar historical situation from the very beginning. 

Historical research brought home to us the knowledge that it 
was the achievement of the Stoics first to work out the concept of 
inner life history. They were the founders “of a new kind of auto- 
biography, of an autobiography in which the individual reactles 

` the stage of understanding of the self not so much by referring to 
the framework of some external events as by recalling earlier 
experiences in the context of his inner life history. 

In the light of this approach no one is either too humble or too 
poor for his soul not to kave had its own experiences and triumphs 
which are even more important than great empires, The historical 

* origins of this individualized concept of the inner self are to be 
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found in tacthistory of the late Roman Empire. The writing of 
autobiographies in the Sense of an inner life history is initiated by 
the Stoic¢ and reaches its peak in St. Augustine. 

Faced with this very subtle form of individualization of the 
inner selfone would expect no social external causes to be respon- 
sible for it. But the present stage of research enables us to hint at 
those Social changes in the world which very likely are thegiltimate 
sources of this type of transformation of the self. The Stoics are an 
early type of highly individualized intelligentsia who after the 
breakdown of the empire are left without the external frathe of 
reference of the polity. é 

As long as the communal spirit prevailed among the citizens of 
classical antiquity, the frame of reference of the world and of 
personal life was the sacred polity. As soon as the idea of the polity 
disappeared, it seemed as if the scaffolding of life were withdrawn. 
The unrest which followed was only partly due to external disturb- 
ances; internally it was caused by the vanishing of a centre to 
which one can relate experiences. The unrest did not cease until, 
by a process of internalization, a new ultimate source of values was 
slowly worked out. This new source of values was the concept, of 
an internal life and an internal life history. One might imagine 
that if during the next decades after the world war chaos were to 
follow, with the downfall of national states and the dissolution of 
the Empire, and with the collapse of hopes in Communism and 
Fascism, the few intellectuals surviving in some hidden nooks 
would in the same way think again exclusively in terms of such 
extremely individualistic concepts. Having followed up the impli- 
cations of the sociological concept of the self I have tried to show 
how in non-planned societies isolation, division of labour, competi- 
tion, democratization, etc., react not only upon the overt behaviour 
but on the initiative, wishes, preferences and choice of man, and 
even upon the self as it is reflected on the ‘evel of self-regarding 
attitudes, in self-esteem and in the concept of the uniqueness of the 
self. 7 
I hope tofnave at least conveyed to you the idea that by a care- 
ful research in tlfis field one could open up some new avenues to a 
better understanding of the making of man in changing yee 
Th my next lecture 1 shall try to answer two questions: (1) I oe 
far could planned society make use of such sociological insights 
into the nature of social forces ang situations making for indivi- 
dualization, if planning were not tomean to the planners planong 2 
for conformity. (2) Secondly, we must at least touch upon t : 
question of where the limitations of both the sociological concep 
of the self and of planning based upon it become apparent. 
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Limits of the Sociological Approach 

to Personality 
and the Emergence of the New Democratic Idea 
of Planning 
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HE task of the last lecture was to convince you that even 

in unplanned societies a conditioning of behaviour is going 

on perpetually. Individualization on different levels takes 
place in different societies and under different social conditions. 
Not only can external traits be induced or modified by adequately 
changed surroundings, not only is there a well-defined mechanism 
which furthers or prevents the growth of spontaneity and favours 
or suppresses the rise of an individual viewpoint, but even such 
complex phenomena as man’s self-evaluation and the estimation 
of his own life history as something unique can be correlated with 
definite social situations. Thus on the level of self-awareness and 
of self-regarding attitudes too there is external social conditioning, 
and social authorities therefore are able to foster or hinder their 
formation. 

We have always to remember that guidance of the formation of 
personality can take place not only in the form of command and 
repression but also through arranging the environment in a 
certain way, particularly the social environment. The thorough 
analysis of the social environment, the breaking up of its totality 
into factors, is the new method which will bridge this gap in our 
knowledge and lead to a scientific control of man by man, 

In the first half of my lecture today I have tosay a few words 
more about the social factors making fér the introjection of 
paperictess and for the widespread emergence of the introverted 
ype. 

To the psychologist of indjviduality introversion and extra- 
version appear merely to depend either on the inherited constitu- 
tion or on the structure of personality acquired during childhood. 
And indeed we need not deny that with certain individuals 
factors cither inherited or acquired in early childhood may be so 
atrong as to block the influences of adult life. 
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The experince of the psychologist treating more or less neurotic 
types tends to confirm a'beliefin the unchangeability of the hufan 
type once formed. But the historian and sociologist must not let 
this invalidate his knowledge and experience, which tends rather 
to show ¢hat human nature in general is more elastic than the 
psychologist expects it to be. 

‘Phas it was observed that during revolutionary pegiods or 
during a general boom, when formerly passive groups are suddenly 
presented with opportunities for action, a general spirit of enter- 
prise prevails; whereas in counter-revolutionary periods 6r in 
phases of economie depression when these chances disappear, a 
spirit of introversion and quietism may follow. Such a period of 
general extraversion was, for instance, that of the French Revolu- 
tion; whereas in the atmosphere of the reaction after the Napo- 
leonic wars in Germany, for instance, a romanticist introversion 
followed. By studying the life-history of representative personali- 
ties at different periods we can often see how their character traits 
and attitudes vary according to changes in the social structure. 
The individual concerned tends to experience these transforma- 
tions in terms of some catharsis or redemption by which he con- 
demns his former life as too worldly or too passive, as the case 
may be. T ANS 

We mostly connect the ideal of a highly individualized per- 
sonality with his having a differentiated inner life. But this is to 
confuse individualization with introversion. Individualization 
merely means acquiring a richer pattern of attitudes towards 
either the external world or towards the self: and this process may 
be connected both with introversion and with extraversion. Thus 
we get the extraverted individualized type like Napoleon or. the 
introverted individualized type like St. Augustine—or even mixed 
types. The distinction is important because, as we have seen, quite 
different social forces are at work in making for general intro- 
version or extraversion. © 

Usually man’s overt behaviour‘is affected first; then he becomes 
aware of this difference and congciously cultivates it. Finally, there 
is a period in which the differentiation penetrates the deepest layer 
of his personality. ° 4 

® Modern sociology does not like to speak in terms of stages. 
because we cannot foresee in which sequence the external’ 
historical and social situations may,follow each other and we have 

therefore carefully to watch sequences in the transformation of 
personality in strict correlation to the changing surtoundinge 

Nevertheless, since in this lecture our aim is to raise problems 
rather than to solve them, it will do no harm if we state, in a some- 
what over-simplified manner, that in our own civilization the® 
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main historic trend was from an external individualization to an 
intérnalized one, as can be shown in the change of the meaning of 
words such as ‘noble’ or ‘villain’, which once signified external 
social rank but have now come to indicate internal character traits, 

I think what happened to the word ‘noble’ happened also to 
other phenomena; and the internalization of values is only a 
symptom of the general trend towards internalization of former 
external qualities. For example, ‘sin’ formerly meant external 
pollution, contact with tabooed objects, after which ceremonial 
purifftation or cleansing was necessary. Later, by introjection, 
sin became internal pollution and the soul was cleansed by 
spiritual expiation. 

As I said before, there are many complex factors and situations 
which are responsible for these changes, especially for the process 
of internalization of values and for the spread of the introverted 
personality. But let me deal at least with one social factor in detail 
which to me seems to be an extremely important one in discussing 
the origins of introversion in our culture. 

_A close connection can be observed between the growth of 
cities and mysticism in the late Middle Ages. The growth of lay 
orders and sects is a symptom of individualization combined with 
introversion. I think the sociological factor responsible, for this is 
primarily the new conditions o city life and the democratizing 
process which suddenly changes the sources of self-evaluation. 

_ As to the changing conditions brought about by the growth of 
cities, the increase of handicrafts and commerce created a great 
deal of leisure and with it opportunities for individual solitude. 
The original forms of a communal spending of leisure, although at 
first very elaborate in the guilds, gradually declined, 

With the growth of cities the number of business contacts 
lacking in pacar A increases, anonymity prevails and the indivi- 
dual no longer feels sheltered in public. He therefore seeks 
privacy either by withdrawing into his family circle or into indivi- 
dual solitude. 

To these changes in the external surroundings» correspond 
changes in the mental setting which exercise a profound influence 
upon the individual. Among these mental*changes none was as 
important as the change in the sources of self-evaluation just 

“alluded to. Let us examine for the moment these changing sources _ 
of self-evaluation in the light of their impact upon the growth of 
introversion. 

If we first look at societies in the heroic age, ¢.g. of the Homeric 
type, or the Germanic tribes where continuous warfare prevails, 
the self-esteem of the hero tends to be based on his visible be- 
haviour or even on his physical appearance, The hero is not an 
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introverted type, not merely because he continuously expresses 
his emotion in externål action but also because his self-respect 
rests on guch external facts as his strength and his deeds. These 
qualities, which are most highly esteemed by the group, will be 
those upon which the individual too will base his self-evaluation. 

In a society based on rank, such as feudalism, and even in 
cities‘as long as the mentality of rich burghers is domigant, the 
final source of prestige in many classes is still found mainly in the 
outside world. The social status of the feudal lord is primarily 
based upon land, and that of the rich burgher upon wealth and 
family extraction. df we look at the portraits of rich burghers, 
we feel that their self-evaluation almost resides in their attire, 
that they are conscious that everyone knows them and their 
descent, We feel that as long as society is primarily ordered by 
rank, everybody, even the handicraftsman and the peasant, 
lives on borrowed prestige, i.e. on the prestige of his rank. He feels 
safe and secure because his status, even if it is relatively low, is well 
defined; known to everybody, and there is no need to fight for it. 
But if the son of such a man were to come to a large city in which 
anonymity was a characteristic feature and where he could no 
longer rely upon other people’s knowledge of his family and social 
status, then a feeling of great uncertainty and insecurity would 
arise. This sudden disappearance of the external basis of self- 
evaluation would lead him to seek to restore his psychological 
equilibrium by some other means. 

This is what happens even today to all who come to large towns 
from places where status and position are well defined, as for 
example on the family estate or in some small village. It is very 
likely with many of them that among the younger generation of 
such immigrants the source of self-evaluation will shift to the inner 
personality as a kind of compensation. In Europe this transforma- 
tion occurs in a succession of waves from thé introversion charac- 
teristic of the early sects and the mystical currents in thg new lay 
orders of the cities to the more secûlarized Romantic revival of the 
early nineteenth century. | , © i 3 AT 

In a thorough,eeven, statistical, analysis of the social origins o 
the early romantic intelligentsia in Britain and Germany, the 
G®rman scholar Schöffler observed how they, were recruited 
mainly from amongst the younger sons of pastors and ministers 
who, on coming to the towns, becayne an intellectual proletariat. 


In this situation they projected their own insecurity feeling on to 
the world, working out a Weltanschauung along the lines of old 
religious patterns of introversion but using them no longer ip con- 


nection with their former dogmatic religious frame of Ton 3 
These appear to me some of the social and psychological origins 
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of the new self-evaluation, of withdrawal from tke sworld, of 
acute self-analysis, and of a belief that differentiated sentiment and 
internal values are what make personality important® The in- 
security of the isolated person in the process of the dissolution of a 
society based on rank, combined with the anonymity in cities, 
compels groups of individuals to replace the lost outward guaran- 
tee of their self-esteem by playing off inner worth against external 
prestige. 

ed, this is only the first half of the story, and the social dynamics 
of modern society could not be understood without realizing how 
important these introverted personalities became for the trans- ` 
formation of the external world. 

These individuals who experienced insecurity in a changing 
world on a deeper level than the rest were driven into an in- 
creasingly painful state of introversion and self-analysis. In such 
situations, when the individual cannot bear the torments of the 
self, frantic rushes into social reality may easily follow.! This is the 
reason why in Western society since the time of the sects these 
introverted types have very often become reformers in various 
fields, and these hidden experiences of the soul are the ultimate 
sources of utopian strivings. 

3 There is another form of individualization too which although 
similar to the first has to be analysed if one wants to understand 
the dynamics of modern capitalist mass societies. This is the 
eres phenomenon of privacy, especially the privacy of inner 
ife. 

I think the correct definition of privacy was given by Max 
Geiger when he called it a walling off of a sphere in one’s inner 
self from contact with the outer world, a withdrawal of a set of 
values from public control. The consequence of this elimination 
of public control is that it prevents the ironing out of peculiarities 
through contact with others. The inner core of the secluded self 
differentiates itself and sets itself against the public norm and the 
stereotypes which work in society. Such a process of becoming 
private in our inner life may be partial or total. The life of most 
of the monastic orders aims at complete privacy, whereas the 
ideal of the lay mystics and lay brotherhoods was to link up the 


s pee of the soul with the surface attitudes operating in ordinaty 
ife. 


That the nature of the social setting is important in the creation 
or prevention of privacy becomes evident if it is remembered how 
village life makes it difficult to maintain such privacy. In a world of 
mutual assistance there is always an opportunity for the neighbour 


1H. Lasswell, World Politics and Personal Insecurity, p. 80, New York and London 


» 
(Whittlesey House, McGraw-Hill), 1935. 
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to see whåt*is cooking in the pot, and although in the village 
there may be types who desire privacy, there is no strict division 
between What is private and what is public and no acknowledged 
right to privacy. 

Similarly, in early city life the guilds still tended to control the 
whole life of their members and their attitudes of all kinds. It was 
princfpally the Reformation which gave shape and idtological 
legitimation to this growing wish for privacy and the individualiza- 
tion of the core of our self. From that time our conscience was 
immediately responsible to God alone and free from the control 
of any earthly power. Once established, these inner @ttitudes, 
though sanctioned first by religion, play an important role in 
secularized society too, and they form the nucleus for the liberal 
concept of personality, blending as it does external political 
freedom with freedom of conscience. 

This right to introversion and privacy is one of the strongest 
guarantees of a reorganization of society. As long as these spheres 
of privacy and internalization are not wholly cut off from the 
social order and are not separated by institutional barriers from 
the world in one way or other, the distance gained through 
seclusion will react in a healthy way upon the transformation of the 
worldly order. ; ; 

This was quite different in the Far East where introverted saints 
were almost wholly concerned with passivity and endurance. The 
psychoanalyst Robert Walder distinguishes two ways of adjustment 
of the world. One he calls autoplastic (that is, we change ourselves 
rather than the world), and the other, alloplastic (that is, we 
prefer to change the world rather than ourselves). We may say, 
in terms of this distinction, that the prevailing attitude in Europe 
was alloplastic, always ready to change the world, whereas in 
Eastern society autoplastic attitudes prevailed. 

If we ask how the Soviet Union has dealt with these phenomena, 
we get the impression that the introverted types have been almost 
eliminated. A member of a Kolkhoz spends all his time with his 
comrades both in his work and iù his leisure. His room 1s nothing 
but a sleeping cabin. (he worker's interests are invested in the 
clyb and its life, and in the parks of Rest and Culture. By 
preparation for an all-absorbing community life which will 
«œ the possibility of individualization even on the level of private 
attitudes is found particularly in the socialization of the child. 
In this annihilation of private life not only are many attractive 
nuances and shades of the European tradition lost but ad ei is 
deprived of its deepest psychological driving forces. Msi 

For to withdraw into the areas of privacy 1s something like 
pioneering into a new province of the soul. What the solitary man 
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finds there for himself becomes at the next stage a new éxperiment 
for the rest of the community. How else could Nietzsche find in his 
solitary house in the Engadine and in the solitary experietices of his 
illness a new diagnosis of modern life and the new patterns for 
its productive harnessing? At that period when the new Germany 
built up its imperialist structure under Bismarck and the new 
industrial leaders in a temporary phase of prosperity displayed the 
neurotic self-assertiveness of the extraverted get-rich-quick men- 
tality, Nietzsche unlocked the entrance to the unconscious, fore- 
cast the modern analysis of the mind and gave the first expression 
to the reevaluation of the century to come. ° 

Society needed this outsider in order to understand its own 
deepest potentialities. But what of a society which not only forbids 
such a type to influence others but prevents its very emergence 
through its social mechanism? We cannot avoid asking: ‘Does 
prevention of privacy and introversion belong to the very essence 
of planned society or is it merely a Russian misinterpretation?’ 

This leads me to the main question with which I want to deal, 
namely, whether everything that is now happening in the Soviet 
Union, not to say Germany and Italy, represents the ultimate 
possibilities of planning and can be taken over without further 
ar} a as an answer to the theoretical problem of planning as 
such, 

The question is, which among the shortcomings of the Soviet 
system as it exists today are due simply to the extremely bad condi- 
tions that were inherited from the old regime, and which are 
inherent in the nature of the system itself? Which among its 
achievements are due to the original élan of the first revolutionary 
generation only with its faith in utopian visions, and which to 
Communism? And which of the deteriorations are due to the 
Stalinist brand of bureaucracy? How can we disentangle which 
shortcomings and advantages belong to planned society and which 
do not? ‘This can only be done through a theoretical analysis 
which breaks up huge social complexes into their constituent 
factors and tries to observe to which of these social factors various 
mental traits belong. Only new institutions wch by themselves 
stimulate the necessary new incentives and modes of behaviour 


» can be considered as creations of the new system as such. 


In this connection we must not forget that the pioneer types of. 
the first generation in the Soviet Union were not the products of 
the new system, but the highly individualized social representa- 
tives of an older society which, even if it did not want them, yet 
left t¥em with some possibility of evolving along their own lines. 
Such miracles of achievement as the Bolsheviks performed 
at the beginning of their regime are typical accomplishments. 0 
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confident pigneering groups in general. But if we are concerned 
with the problem of individuality, we want to know what will 
happen m the long run when this generation dies out, as the 
tendency of most of the institutions they erect is to check the 
growth ef individualized types. 

Another point that must be borne in mind is that in the U.S.S.R. 
a general experimentation is still going on, The necessity for this 
in a period when the central bureaucracy has not yet sufficient 
knowledge to manage this immense country is in itself someghing 
which offers a chance for the growth of individualized personali- 
ties in factories, inthe schools, and on the collective fagms. This 
chance will perhaps gradually vanish, when the main patterns of 
administration, education, etc., have been crystallized, and then 
the tendency towards stereotypes and inertia may become much 
greater. People who are not trained in sociological analysis tend 
to believe that it is only the suppression of free thought which is 
making for the prevailing uniformity, and thus they are hopeful 
that such an intellectual freedom may be later admitted. 

But it is not only the suppression of free thought which hinders 
individualization; even more important in the annihilation of 
individuality are all the other social factors and their co-ordinated 
operation. Whilst Tsarist Russia with its absolutism could not 
suppress the growth of very marked individualist thinkers and 
politicians simply because it could not reach into all the nooks and 
crannies of society, a dictatorship in a planned society is much 
more detrimental to the growth of individualization than any 
earlier form of tyranny and absolutism. i ; 

One could argue, however, that in Russia this phase is due in 
part to the need to turn ignorant peasants into skilled workers in a 
very short time, which necessitates mass education and re- 
education rather than the creation of differentiated types. One 
might suggest that the original dogmatism ‘is only characteristic 
of the period when the whole system 1s still insecure, and the 
leaders imagine it is necessary to” watch all deviations. But even 
here it is a very dangerous thingto transfer expectations concern- 
ing typical trendin a liberal society from a liberal into a planned 
society. Marxist dialecticians are wont to stress that the socio- 


Idkical laws of evolution of the liberal era are no longer applicable s 
to the socialist phase. Still, one is justified in asking whether 


certain positive potentialities of the, liberal era will not be lost at 


that stage. It may be true only of non-planned societies that such 


-things as dogmatism disappear in the course of time or that the 


tendency towards conformity gives place:to an inner diffécentia- 


tion. Only where free adjustment continually produces a free 


transformation can one count on trends which automatically rule 
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out dogmatism. It is the paradox of planned society that there are 
far greater possibilities of correcting mistakes at the beginning 
than there are later, when the outlines are definitely set up. In 
planned societies much more depends on the insights and original 
concepts and even dogmatism of the élites than in one .which is 
more or less growing without interference and planning. > 

But if planned society is lacking in that elasticity which. i 
liberal societies makes for spontaneous adjustment, it is all the 
more necessary to free the way for a new type of thinking which is 
anxious of its own accord to get hold of those corrections which in 
liberal sogieties are produced by a free integration of counter- 
acting tendencies; it is the more important to create institutions 
which on a higher plane provide some sort of substitute for the 
elasticity of unregulated society. 

Whenever in the past in some partial field some rational, 
organization had to replace the rules of spontaneous adjustment 
(as for instance when small shops developed into department 
stores) the organizer had to think on behalf of the whole and had 
to transform the principles of struggle of all against all into con- 
trolled competition between departments in favour of the whole 
system. He had to build into the social machinery safety valves 
where formerly free interplay was the natural thing. In the same 
way, when the whole economic and social fabric of a country is 
united in a plan, the plan should not only provide those regula- 
tions which guarantee conformity, but should also provide areas 
of activity that must remain free and that will make for indivi- 
dualization, 

Thus two problems have to be answered: 

1. Is it possible that a new kind of thinking will grow up which 
realises its own limitations and anticipates the justified arguments. 
of its opponents? i 

2. Is it conceivable that freedom and the growth of personality 
are not the result of laisser-faire but are planned in a new sense of 
the term? 

_ As to the first question, it is quite conceivable that the new 
situation produces a new type of thinking, just 2s it can be shown 
that in history the new forms of thought always answered the 
unspoken demands of changing society. In order to make move 


-~ concrete what I mean by a new type of thinking which itself _ 


realizes its limits and makes use of the correct arguments of its 

adversary, let me turn to the analysis of the controversy between 
the liberal and the sociological concept of the self. 

In my previous lectures, I first argued against a purely idealistic, 

i liberal concept of personality which as a result of extreme inter- 

nationalization treats it as a symbol rather than as a concept based 
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on”observation of facts. Against this introverted concept, I have 
tried to emphasize all the’ facts and possibilities which présent 
themselves to those who devote their whole attention to a closer 
analysis of the interdependence of the ego and the environment 
and lay due stress on the potentialities of the latter. 

» However, the more we follow up the new possibilities of in- 
flueneing the growth of the self by shaping the environment, the 
less can we deny that in its turn the new externalization and 
analytic dismemberment tends to neglect certain elements whose 
complete omission may be as dangerous as the neglect or the 
environment. This,perhaps brings us back to a certain extent to 
that concept of personality which underlies liberal thought. 
Nevertheless I do not think that the liberal argument emerges out 
of this discussion in the same form as before meeting the challenge 
of the sociological approach to the study of personality. 

I want to mention at least two of those danger spots in the socio- 
logical concept of the self which have to be realized by the planner 
himself if he wants to rise above a. partisan view. 

1. The limitless manipulation of the environment means the 
limitless manipulation of the self and does not improve but kills the 
personality centre. 2 

2. The transfer of the methods of the natural sciences in the 
sense of mechanical patterns into the field of society is possible as 
long as partial management is attempted, but a new approach is 
needed if total management becomes necessary. 

As to the first point, we have seen that the original idea of the 
sociological concept of the self was inspired by the wish to rebuild 
man through a regulation of his surroundings. We have seen how 
this idea in its growth first got hold of the immediate surroundings 
like the home, the school, the workshop. Later, we said, it 
developed into the control of regional units and at last it expanded 
so as to control the total area of a country,“using the new social 
technique to regulate everything from a centre, from the new key 
positions of society. ate À 

Besides these methods of conditioning the self on different levels 
of its existence by various social factors, another expansion of the 
sociological concept of environment can be observed which is 
even more fundamental than this territorial expansion of the regu- 
lated environment. As the last lecture showed, elements previously 
considered inherent in the personality itself are treated as part of 
the general environment as they come increasingly under external 
control. Thus what is considered the general environment 1s con- 
stantly enlarged by the shifting of formerly subjective factays into 
a position in which they can beshandled objectively. One of the 


main discoveries of modern psychology and sociology has been “ 
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to find that elements formerly thought to belong exclusively to'the 
personality really belong to the environnient. At first, “environ- 
ment’ meant to the theorists of milieu only the geographical and 
artificial background—mountains, houses, and climatic conditions, 
Later, the significance of the social environment, of social relations 
prevailing in a group, was detected; e.g. how the nature of 
authority, family organization, economic adjustment, react on,the 
personality. And finally, the importance of the symbolic environ- 
ment, of language, meaning, norms, beliefs, etc., was discovered 
and seen to be a part of the total environment. 

Once we reach this stage it is difficult to, decide whether in 
managing values, for instance, we manage surroundings or the self. 

= Ifa society consciously determines and not only suggests its values, 
economic preferences, the appreciation of extraversion and intro- 
version, what is left to the individual? Whereas to the nineteenth 
century an interference with values would have meant an inter- 
ference with personality, to us the management of values is becom- 
ing as natural as the management of business relations. And if this 
guidance of values is said to be a management of surroundings, 
what then should we call the management of self-valuation, which 
is the next step in the process? Is self-valuation something which 
belongs to the environment and not to the self, like any other 
object? What is left to the subject in such a situation is merely to 
accept, refuse, or integrate these induced experiences. 

But as we have seen, even this acceptance, refusal, or integration 
can be regulated, or at least strongly influenced, by propagan- 
dizing particular models of ideals of conduct like the ‘gentleman’ 
or the socialist ‘hero’. Here we reach the uttermost limit of the 
attack on the self which may ultimately lead to its complete eva- 
poration. To be sure, we cannot forbid the scientist to shift former 
subjective elements into the position of environmental facts for 
scientific purposes. But we can safely assert that with cach new 
application of his theories concerning the power of the environ- 
ment on the self there is a danger of killing spontancity and o 
destroying opportunities for choice, decision, ang. self-control. 
The conclusion may be that the whole populatien will live on the 
psychological dole and dope they get from the state and will forget 
to act on their own. ə 

The mistake of the liberal was to become too introverted, not _ 

‘to realize the importance of the environment, and to attribute 
instead all the creative forces to the subject. As I have said, liberals 
were in many ways environment-blind, perhaps because their 
knowldge and ability to guide the environment was too small. 

_ But if the liberal tended to be environment-blind, socialists and 
fascists tend to become subject-blind. 


@ 


{i A 


SOCIOLOGICAL APPROACH TO PERSONALITY 305 


In a liberal society all these interferences are not so detrimental 
because the possibility of escaping is still present and correspond- 
ingly the self in the last resort can accept or refuse; it has scope 
for acting like a subject, not only like a reacting mechanism. 

This leads me to the second fallacy in the uncritical application 
of scientific patterns to the regulation of society. The discussion 
of thig point is necessary, since planned society will havg to rely 
upon science, but then it is all the more necessary to become 
conscious of all the limitations of the value of the special pattern it 
uses. All the examples I mentioned were based upon the mechanical 
pattern of conditioning which was first observed in physics. 

The main limitation of the sociological concept of planning is 
that it tends to confound control over physical realities with that » 
over human beings. Control over physical objects relies upon the 
idea of mechanical causation, which means that to a well-deter- 
mined cause corresponds a well-determined effect. But even in 
biology complete determination does not prevail; according to 
their nature organisms have a range of possible reactions to a given 
stimulus. Their answer to stimuli is not determinate reaction but 
possible response. ‘This greater variability in the range of possible 
responses applies even more to man, both individually and in 
groups. The early conditioning or history of an individual may 
lead one man to answer aggression by flight and another by active 
reaction. Or, another example, a people who through many 
centuries have worked out a tradition of self-control and slow 
evolutionary adjustment may, for quite a long time, resist 
deteriorating social conditions more passionately than a people 
whose tradition is one of anarchy, individualism, and revolt. 

The scientific pattern of social conditioning distorts human 
reality very often in so far as it fails to reckon with these individual 
deviations which come chiefly from a special individual or group 
history. That social regulation nevertheless approximately reaches 
its goal is duc to the fact that it does not need to take into account 
all the adequate reactions of all thie members of a community, but 
only of a majority or a statistical average, and that it docs not 
attempt in any given, situation to affect the whole personality. 
This is the reason why the sociological observations concerning 
cdrrelations cannot be applied with certainty to a single individual _ 
but yet work fairly well with great masses. — NETT 

And there is another reason why,mechanical conditioning of a 
certain type of reaction may be successful without always taking 
into account the organic structure of the specific individual in 
question. k ; 

It is because, as modern biology shows, there are partial systems 
in man which react mechanically and can therefore for a while be 
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isolated from the whole personality system. This is the ease especi- 
ally with fully automatized habits. 3 . a 

Behaviourism seems to owe its results to focusing upon the most 
elementary factors in psychic life, or to these isolated mechanical 
habit systems; and it can manage to interpret very many changes 
in the human psyche with the help of an almost mechanical pat- 
tern either because it refers to such isolated systems or because in 
its general theory it is satisfied with a relative simplification. 
Psychoanalysis also tends in the same direction of simplification, 
eveit if on a higher level. Nobody can reject the idea of such a 
simplifying procedure which at the beginning leaves aside the — 
more complex levels of the self. One cannot oppose it as long as 
one agrees that science needs simplification for the sake of a first 
approach to reality and that the general control of the funda- 
mental movements in society needs nothing more than this. This 
is the reason why sociology, behaviourism, Marxism, F'reudism 
have always been in the right when they have opposed the over- 
subtle concepts of historians and individualists who try to deal 
with the differences before having worked out the basic similari- 
ties. These latter fill in the fine points of the portrait of society 
without having drawn the outlines. 

In my analysis of the basic correlations I have tried to show 
that by a method of gradually refined observations one can pene- 
trate a certain way even into the core of the self and grasp inter- 
relations between variations in the environment and in the deeper 
personality. But, in spite of the great possibilities which lie in 
the further development of sociology and psychology and the co- 
operation between them, there is nevertheless a great danger in® 
using their results and concepts indiscriminately. If we use 
sociological and psychological knowledge for the better under- — 
standing of historical societies, then it is beneficial; but it becomes 
dangerous if we try to plan society on such a basis. 

What is the difference between these two uses? In the first place, 
psychology and sociology have rot to create life by their knowledge 
but to extract principles for the purposes of cognition. But if plan- 
ning follows scientific simplifications too dogmatically, it will force 
round pegs into square holes, In liberal society partial interference 
through single institutions, even if it is built upon mechaniéal 


? correlations, leaves outlets for those deviations which it has over- 


looked. It leaves room for adjustment in the case of those human 
tendencies which are overi boie by the generalizing, mechanistic 
approach, because they are far removed from the statistical norm. 

As goon as the co-ordination of all the existing regulations is 
attempted, the possibility for the-social atoms to escape is reduced 


° to its minimum, self-adjustment is almost excluded, and the sum 
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of éo-ordinated mechanical regulations tends to replace the hidden 
organic unity of the whole. It is as if the doctor were to use his 
fragmentary knowledge of physics, chemistry, anatomy and bio- 
logy to replace the original forces in nature rather than—as he 
actually does—let nature cure the illness. 

If we follow up this line of argument, we almost come to the 

point of giving up the idea of planning. But if anything is,clear, it 
is that there is no way back to an unplanned society any longer. 
Our occasional interferences have increased in number so much 
that without guidance the sum of regulations on a large Scale 
must lead to a terrjfic clash. Total regulation on the other hand 
leads to a deadening mechanization of man and society. There 
is only one way left: the acceptance of planning but in a new « 
sense. 
_ At the end of these lectures I cannot do more than lay down 
some of the general principles of a new sort of planning. I envisage 
a type of planning which will not appeal to the bureaucrat or the 
soldier, since it is not a mere series of orders and interferences, 
but rather a continuous watch on the key-positions of society 
and the attempt to avoid maladjustments which might lead to 
catastrophe. 

I. The first rule to be laid down in this connection is that it is 
the greatest wisdom of the planner not to interfere where there isno 
necessity for it, i.e. where the spontaneous forces do not endanger 
basic trends which we regard as indispensable. 

II. Another axiom of social planning ought to be that wherever 


- command can be replaced by spontaneity it shall be so replaced. 


-All commands are merely substitutes for spontaneous action 


where we cannot be sure that people will react in the appropriate 
way to planned situations. 

ILI. Thus the contrast with liberal society is planned society and 
not dictatorship (although in critical situations, mainly in periods 
of transition, it may be sometimes unavoidable to use this). 

The essence of planning is contrel over those functional achieve- 
ments which formerly grew up spontaneously and worked together 
without being cqnsciously correlated. In planned society their 
mutual adjustment wilf not be left to chance but will be guaran- 
teed through consciously planned institutions. That this can be _ 
achieved can be proved by the fact that we have a series of cases © 
in history when formerly spontangous and uncontrolled social 
achievements were later institutionalized and co-ordinated as 
parts of a whole through human regulations. — Wa 

Take parliament, which in many ways isnothing but the institu- 
tionalization of a process whiche without it is pure struggte. As 3 
has been correctly said, parliamentarism is counting people’s heads 
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instead of cutting them off. Parliamentarism, like democracy in 
gentral, transforms destructive opposition nto creative criticism. 

IV. I am naturally too realistic in my outlook to believe that a 
society can be kept going without being based upon a certain 
amount of conformity. The next task therefore is very „carefully 
to study the different means by which traditional societies and 
modern,mass societies have brought conformity about. Frem the 
almost mechanical conditioning during early childhood through 
the teaching of emotionalized ideals and symbols, through co- 
ordinated, planned surroundings, teamwork and games, and later 
even through intelligent propaganda, some of the fundamentals 
of a new common life have to be induced without necessarily 
being always based upon rational argument. Man is not pure intel- 
lect, but the intellect has its proper place in his personal life and 
in the life of the community; and the question is not how to avoid 
the use of conscious conditioning of habits and emotions but how to 
limit it to that basic sphere without which consensus, co-operation, 
is impossible. 

V. But once this minimum of conformity concerning fair play, 
decency, community spirit, sense of justice, incentive for work, and 
the necessarily greater conformity in the wants of the consumer is 
guaranteed, the social scope has to be provided for individualiza- 
tion and freedom. 

What these lectures mainly aim at is to convey the idea 
that in the near future freedom and individualization cannot be 
achieved by Jaisser-faire but only by planning for freedom, that is, 
by carefully providing scope for free development and indivi- 
dualization on the different levels of the self, and correlating the 
social factors which favour it. 

I refer again to a historical example which has to do with the 
Catholic Church. Not for the reason that I agree with its contents, 
but because the Chutch in the Middle Ages and the guilds are so 
far the best historical examples of an attempt to plan the subjec- 
tive side of human affairs. With reference to our problem the 
Church interests us because, although it aimed at a kind of 
totalitarian planning, it was nevertheless anxious to provide cer- 
tain forms of individualization and wa8 even able to evolve 
institutions which quite successfully produced them. I have already 
mentioned monastic life, which was consciously producing those 
elements of individualization which I called introversion an 
privacy. Seclusion from the world, controlled surroundings an 

strictly observed programmes for the activities of the day have 
produged a certain type of mentality. Not only were the imme- 
diate surroundings planned but also the functions of whole orders. 


` The idea of the orders was to provide a nucleus within the life of 
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9 
the Church in which those primary emotional elements and inner 
attitudes towards the sélf and the world which were considered to 
be the estence of religion could be preserved through the ages. 
They knew that this could only be achieved through social isola- 
tion, thréugh preventing contact with what they called ‘the world’, 
and by leaving the non-monastic clergy to carry out the adjust- 
ments which the changing world made necessary. Indeed from 
the beginning of the Cluniac movement through the centuries these 
orders were not simply obedient servants but very often a strong 
opposition to a historical transformation and deterioration of the 
Church and a sourte of regeneration. r 

No one will understand me as proposing some Catholic formula 
or as being in agreement with this type of individualization, 
but the life of the Church as the bearer of a long tradition in 
social planning will provide the student with some sort of 
example of achievements and failures in an attempt to plan the 
scope for the growth of the most subtle elements of human 
personality. 

Once such a possibility is realized, it can be modified according 
to new demands, and we may hope that so far as planning has to 
come it may find some such palliative for the detrimental ten- 
dencies inherent in it. 

What I have attempted to do in these lectures is to show that 
such an important and difficult question as that of the interdepen- 
dence between individualization and social factors can be dis- 
cussed on the basis of a rational analysis in which the main concern 
is to observe relationships and not merely to express likes and 
dislikes. 

You may ask me whether correct knowledge will induce people 
to act in the right way. Indeed knowledge itself gives no guarantee 


that it will be used in practice. But it is, the precondition for 


productive control. 

When man turns to the task of remaking himself through 
managing his total environment, the conscious or unconscious 
notions he may have about hutan personality, the self, planning 


„and co-ordinatidh begome of extreme importance. 


, The possibilities of planning are great, but the dangers are 
greater. We cannot avoid sceing that planning will come, and is, 
already upon us. At this time it is all the more necessary to make“ 
up our minds about the kind of planning we want. It must be not 
the deadening interference of a bureaucratic regulation of all and 
everything but a sociological guidance of inherent forces from the 
key position of society. bd N is 

To say one more word about the moral side of the question., 
The new society has to be based upon a new synthesis between the 
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self-assertive forces of liberal society and the over-estinfated possi- 
bilities of some kind of complete altruisth. A synthesis which I 
have never found more exactly expressed than in a sayłng of the 
old Jewish sage Hillel: ʻ 
‘If I am not for myself, who will be for me? 
ə IfI am only for myself—then what am I for? ? > 
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